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Abstract  

Investments in cryptocurrencies have generated extraordinary returns and the interest in 

cryptocurrencies and blockchain technology from the public, companies, investors, and news 

media has increased substantially in the past years. This has led certain corporations to change 

the strategic direction towards blockchain technology, as well as changing the corporate name 

to reflect an association and these name changes has created substantial increases in the price 

of that stock. Existing literature of corporate name changes has touched upon several aspects of 

the subject. However, no specific research connected to blockchain and cryptocurrencies has 

been conducted. The purpose of this research is therefore to investigate the effect of corporate 

name changes related to the terms blockchain or cryptocurrency on the price of stocks. A 

standard event study methodology was applied to determine if the name change creates 

abnormal returns. The method used has a quantitative approach to the research and relies on 

statistical testing of numerical data to reach a conclusion. An investigation of 11 firms was 

conducted to examine this topic. However, there were no firms that had included the term 

cryptocurrency in the corporate name. The findings from this research reveal positive and 

significant cumulative abnormal returns on the announcement date of a blockchain related 

corporate name change. Furthermore, over the full event window, a significant and positive 

cumulative abnormal return was observed. Thus, it can be concluded that name changes related 

to blockchain has a positive effect on the stock price and today's investors seem to perceive a 

corporate name change within the context of blockchain as positive.  
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1. Introduction 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter aims to provide a short introduction of the background and introduces the 

reader to the reasons behind the study and its purpose. Furthermore, this section 

highlights the research question, delimitations as well as definitions used throughout the 

paper. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

1.1 Background 

Over the past years, there has been a growing hype of cryptocurrencies and 

blockchain technology in the financial markets that has barely gone unnoticed. The 

market capitalisation of cryptocurrencies, which is based on the aggregate value of all 

existing and tradable cryptocurrencies, reached $25 billion early 2017, representing a 

value that is three times higher than the previous year (Hileman & Rauchs, 2017). 

Together with the market capitalisation growth of cryptocurrencies, an increased interest 

can be seen in the literature as well. According to Yli-Huumo, Ko, Choi, Park, and 

Smolander (2016), the aggregate publication on blockchain and cryptocurrencies 

indicates a significant increase in published articles concerning this technology over the 

past years. The shared fundamental feature of cryptocurrencies is the digital public ledger, 

that is blockchain, which uses a peer-to-peer network allowing its market participant to 

confirm transactions and keep track of the currency that is under exchange (Rose, 2015). 

The origin of the blockchain technology derives from the aftermath of the financial crisis 

of 2008 in attempt to establish a public transaction ledger to create a decentralised 

medium of exchange without the involvement of a third party. Bitcoin, the original and 

the most prominent cryptocurrency utilising blockchain technology, was introduced in 

the early 2009 and created a foundation of a novel field of both innovation, speculation, 

and offspring of new emerging currencies denoted as “Altcoins” (Rose, 2015). New 

cryptocurrencies based on the cryptograph foundation constantly emerge and in late 2017 

over 1300 cryptocurrencies was available for trading (CoinMarketCap, 2018). The 

current value of these different cryptocurrencies exhibits extraordinary levels, primarily 

fuelled by growth during the last few years, as the rising awareness of blockchain 

technology and cryptocurrency has led to increased investments. A salient example of 

this is the valuation of bitcoin; a journey from few cents per coin to a peak of 

approximately $20.000 per coin in under ten years. The dramatical price increases have 
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generated large returns for some early investors and ultimately causing an investor-hype, 

making the terms “blockchain” and “cryptocurrency” attractive for a vast cohort of 

today's investors. However, due to its large volatility, the absence of widespread usage, 

and lack of regulatory safeguards, cryptocurrencies are today mostly recognised as a 

speculative phenomenon (Kitano & Kelly, 2017). Kitano and Kelly (2017) further 

describe that investors might be unaware or disregarding the significant risk inherent with 

an investment into cryptocurrencies, which adds to the speculative dimension of 

cryptocurrencies.  

In the stock markets, one can now see that companies that change their corporate 

name to include words like blockchain and cryptocurrency enjoys substantial increases in 

their stock prices. A recent example of these large stock gains from a name change is the 

company Long Island Iced Tea Corporation, which changed their name to Long 

Blockchain Corporation (Hill, 2017). On the day of the name change announcement, the 

price of the stock rose, at most, by approximately 500% (Megaw, 2017). Furthermore, 

Cornish (2018) states that it is not only companies that engage in this kind of corporate 

name changes that gain large increases in their stock price, but also companies that are 

merely announcing any connection to the new technology enjoy large returns. 

The blockchain and cryptocurrency hype is not the first time that an uprising 

technology or concept has generated extraordinary awareness and returns, which could 

be a sign of a speculative bubble. However, it is too early to determine if cryptocurrencies 

are a bubble or not. In history, there have been several examples of speculative bubbles. 

The tulip mania in the Netherlands during the middle of the 17th century, where contract 

prices of tulip bulbs reached extraordinarily high levels and collapsed, or the most recent 

housing bubble in 2007 are great examples of such bubbles. When investors are 

overconfident about the future earning-power of financial assets, the value of these assets 

may grow to levels that can be seen as irrational (Cooper, Dimitrov & Rau, 2001). The 

rapid increase in value causes investors to believe that the prices will keep rising and there 

is a fear of missing out which leads to more demand and the prices keep rising; this is the 

definition of a speculative bubble. However, prices cannot be inflated forever, and when 

investors realise that the prices are irrational, rapid sell-offs begins which causes the price 

of the asset to plummet (Krugman, 2009).  

An example of such an excessive speculation mania is the “dotcom bubble” that 

occurred in the early 2000s. In this period, an overconfident belief and adaptation in the 
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emerging technology of internet occurred by both companies and consumers that resulted 

in a vigorous uprising of internet-based companies often referred to as “dot-comers” 

(Cooper et al., 2001). A common factor of dot-comers was the lack of underlying assets 

of the company which led to a valuation that was purely based on speculation and belief 

in the new technology. This lack of underlying assets led to a collapse of many newly 

founded IT-companies which triggered a distrust and selling mania among investors and 

a deep economic recession around the world emerged. It was enough for companies, 

during the dotcom era, to only be associated with internet to have its stock price rise 

substantially. When companies during this era changed their name to include .com or 

internet, it could have been seen as a signal to the investors that new development, the 

scope of business, or other strategies were to be implemented. Cooper et al. (2001) noticed 

that internet related name changes caused the price of these stocks to rise substantially 

compared to non-internet related name changes. The driving force is the future belief that 

a specific technology will be able to increase future earnings and profits substantially. 

Hence, creating a fear of missing out among investors and an irrational eagerness to find 

companies that are even remotely connected to the phenomena and invest in it, which 

causes the stock price to rise (Lin, Fok, Yang & Chang, 2016; Cooper et al., 2001). 

However, it should be noted that just because some industries or specific stocks are valued 

higher than other, does not always mean that there is a speculative bubble. It is important 

to notice that certain industries could be valued higher than others due to a difference in 

risk profiles, market performance, and growth forecasts between different sectors 

(Massari, Gianfrate & Zanetti, 2016). For example, stocks in the tech sector are often 

valued higher than companies in the retail sector because of expected growth potential.  

To further explain the phenomenon of hyped assets and stocks, this section will 

provide a definition and explanation of the phenomena. Firstly, assets and stocks can be 

considered hyped when a vast majority of the population, and not only the professional 

investment community are discussing and investing in the particular asset or stock 

(Petersen & Welch, 2003). Moreover, the hype can be characterised as speculative when 

many individuals begin investing, based on the popularity of the asset or stock, rather 

than the fundamental value of the investment (Petersen & Welch, 2003). Secondly, this 

research suggests that hyped stocks are valued higher than it should be because there is a 

higher demand which is based on the fact that the investment is currently popular and 
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there is much attention around it. Individuals learn that the investment has been profitable 

for others and decides to invest themselves, which in turn causes the hype to get larger. 

1.2 Issue 

The uprising phenomenon of blockchain and its technology has given rise to new 

fields of both innovation and speculation causing the perception of the term blockchain 

and cryptocurrencies to be a hyped concept. As stated in the background, there has been 

news articles describing the unusually large returns of companies that change their 

corporate name to signal an association with this new technology. The issue identified in 

this research is connected to corporate name changes and the stock price returns they 

generate. 

1.3 Purpose 

This research investigates if publicly listed companies that are changing their 

corporate name to reflect a current or future association to cryptocurrencies or blockchain 

technology will have returns that are higher than what the returns would be without the 

name change. The aim of the study is, therefore, to determine if the corporate name 

change affect the price of stocks. Existing theories and past literature serve as the 

foundation for this research, and the aim is to test existing theories and ideas. Much 

research has been conducted on the topic of corporate name changes. However, no 

research has currently been undertaken regarding blockchain and cryptocurrency related 

name changes. This research could consequently provide further insight into corporate 

name changes and the effect it may have on stock prices. Thus, the main purpose of this 

thesis is to cover a minor gap in the literature by investigating blockchain and 

cryptocurrency related corporate name changes. 

Although the purpose of this research is to cover a gap in the literature on corporate 

name changes, the results obtained could add further insight into the efficient market 

hypothesis. Since this thesis utilises an event study methodology, it is effectively a test of 

market efficiency. Therefore, this research could also add additional evidence to the 

theory of efficient markets. 

1.4 Research Question 

Do corporate name changes to names associated with blockchain and 

cryptocurrency affect the price of stocks? 
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1.5 Delimitations 

This report will only consider companies which have changed their corporate name 

to include the following terms: blockchain or cryptocurrency. This is because these are 

the most obvious and recognised terms concerning the new technology and it allows a 

narrower investigation of the chosen topic. Furthermore, the report will only consider 

associations to this new technology if it is by a corporate name change.  

This report does not consider if the companies engaging in the corporate name 

change also engage in activities and strategies related to the blockchain technology, or if 

the name change is purely cosmetic. This report will only consider the isolated effect of 

the corporate name change on the stock price, meaning that the corporate name change is 

the only variable that will be examined. Thus, the underlying reason why the name change 

was undertaken will not be taken into consideration. 

Due to the time constraints of this research project, the event horizon will be limited. 

This means that the report will only consider the effect of the corporate name change on 

the stock price during a short period around the announcement date which means that the 

research will not directly examine the possible long-term pre-announcement and post-

announcement effects. 

1.6 Definitions 

1.6.1 Abnormal return (AR): 

The abnormal return is a measure of the return that is dependent on the occurrence 

of a specific event. This return is calculated by subtracting the estimated normal return 

by the actual return of the security (MacKinlay, 1997). The estimated normal return is a 

proxy for the return of the stock in the absence of the event (Bodie, Kane & Marcus, 

2014).  

1.6.2 Average abnormal return (AAR): 

Given a number of samples, the AAR represents the average abnormal return 

experienced on any given day during the event window (MacKinlay, 1997). 

1.6.3 Cumulative abnormal return (CAR): 

CAR represents the aggregated AAR over a specified number of days in the event 

window (MacKinlay, 1997). Therefore, it represents the total AR return generated by an 

event, considering a defined event window.  
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1.6.4 Cryptocurrency: 

A cryptocurrency is a created via certain encryption techniques by a public network, 

without the involvement of a third party (Cambridge Dictionary, n.d.). However, Cheah 

and Fry (2015) suggest that these cryptocurrencies should not be considered as stores of 

value or functioning currencies because of its extreme inherent volatility. For the purpose 

of this research, cryptocurrencies are viewed as assets rather than a store of value or a 

traditional currency. 

1.6.5 Blockchain technology: 

Blockchain is a digital ledger of a transaction utilising cryptography to create a 

secure and transparent transaction between parties (Nofer, Gomber, Hinz & Schiereck, 

2017). The blockchain technology is the underlying technology for cryptocurrencies.  

1.6.6 Investor sentiment: 

Investor sentiment, or market sentiment, can be defined as the level of optimism in 

the financial markets among investors (Bodie et al., 2014). A positive sentiment suggests 

that investors anticipate prices to increase in the future.  

1.6.7 Up-markets and down-markets:  

Up-markets are defined as periods in which prices for specific financial markets or 

certain securities have experienced a positive price development, while down-markets are 

characterised by periods of negative price development. 

1.7 Disposition 

This research began by introducing the background, issue, and purpose before 

stating the research question. The following sections of the thesis will each be dedicated 

to a specific area of this study. First, the process of the literature review will be explained, 

the findings from the current literature will be presented, and the literature gap will be 

highlighted. Second, the theoretical frameworks will be presented, and the methodology 

and method will be explained thoroughly. Third, the empirical findings of the research 

will be outlined. Fourth, the empirical findings will be critically discussed in relation to 

existing theories and results. Finally, a conclusion will be presented summarising the 

main points of the thesis.  
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2. Literature Review  

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

The purpose of this chapter is to present a review of the existing literature conducted on 

name changes as well as the major relevant theories in the literature. In order to provide 

a comprehensive understanding, this section covers how previous research was 

conducted, followed by different aspects of a corporate name change, and highlight 

similarities with previous research connected to the topic of this thesis. Lastly, this section 

also covers the literature gap and research hypothesis. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

2.1 Literature search 

In order to conduct and present a cohesive review of the existing literature, 

extensive research plays an important part. When collecting the relevant research on the 

subject, only peer-reviewed articles from Högskolebibloteket Primo and Google Scholar 

were examined to provide the most accurate and reliable research. Peer-review articles 

are sources that should be trustworthy and credible. However, it is prudent to be critical 

when reviewing past results and assumptions and not accept the results as perfectly true. 

One should instead use the data from previous literature and compare them critically in 

order to reach a conclusion regarding the topic. In this review, no specific time-period 

was taking into consideration in the search for relevant articles to get a comprehensive 

understanding of the subject. Boya (2013) states that the methodology of event studies, 

which is used in research on corporate name changes’ effect on stock prices, has remained 

largely the same since the first research on the topic was made, which justifies the usage 

of older literature. For this review of the literature, the research articles included cover a 

variety of factors related to corporate name changes, and are conducted in a variety of 

different countries. This gives a broader understanding of what has been researched and 

will also highlight any differences in the results obtained. By creating a comprehensive 

understanding of the field, one can better discuss the result of the research performed. A 

structured and systematic approach when conducting this research plays an important role 

and will be used to follow the search strategy.   

Given that cryptocurrencies and blockchain is a relatively new phenomenon, it was 

challenging to find articles related to these concepts. There is currently no research 

conducted on blockchain and cryptocurrency related name changes. However, there is a 

large body of literature which has investigated other corporate name changes, including 

name changes that are connected to hyped and hot markets. These articles could provide 
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necessary insight to this review, as parallels could be identified with this specific research. 

It is possible to filter out literature that is irrelevant to this research by selecting the search 

terms carefully. Clear and focused search terms have been used, which is beneficial since 

it could aid the research to stick to a focused and specific purpose. It was challenging to 

define the key words for the literature search since cryptocurrencies and blockchain lack 

an established academic background. However, having many key terms specified 

provided an extensive search that ultimately led to adequate findings. The most relevant 

key phrases that were used to conduct the research were: “name change abnormal 

return”, “event study name change”, “stock mania”, “cryptocurrency investing”, 

“signalling stock market name change”, “announcement effect name change”, and 

“literature review stock market returns”. 

2.2 Literature review  

The topic of corporate name changes and the effect they have on stock prices has 

been researched in many different studies. While some of the research is aimed at 

investigating the name change effect in general, other research has focused on examining 

specific factors related to the name change. There is, however, one common factor in all 

these studies; they are all based on the theory of efficient markets and uses a similar 

methodology. The efficient market hypothesis states that new information should be 

reflected in the price of stocks immediately. This assumption allows researchers to use 

the event study methodology to test market efficiency (Boya, 2013). The efficient market 

hypothesis can be divided into three forms; weak form, semi-strong form, and strong form 

(Bodie et al., 2014). The weak form states that all available market trading information is 

reflected in the stock price, the semi-strong form states that the stock price reflects all 

information that is publicly available, and the strong form states that stock prices reflect 

all information also including insider information (Bodie et al., 2014). Specifically for 

event studies, it is the semi-strong form of the efficient market hypothesis that can be 

tested by utilising an event study methodology (Boya, 2013). An event study allows 

researchers to isolate a specific event, and investigate the effect it has on stock prices. 

Further, Boya (2013) states that the way in which event studies on information 

announcements can be used to test the efficient market hypothesis is by investigating the 

speed of which the prices adjust to the new information and if the prices are stable after 

the new information. If markets are efficient, prices should immediately change to reflect 
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that new information (Bodie et al., 2014). Boya (2013) states that the method used in this 

type of research has remained mostly the same ever since the methodology was 

introduced by Eugene F. Fama in 1969. However, there are minor differences in how the 

research was carried out. For example, when measuring the AR from a name change, 

there are different ways of calculating this return. This difference has mainly to do with 

differences in variables when constructing the market model for estimating theoretical 

returns.  

In an event study, researchers often address the event horizon, which refers to the 

timeframe that the researchers consider in relation to the announcement date. In the 

current literature, there seems to be no consensus about how long this event window 

should be. Some research has shorter event windows, mostly with a spread between 11 

and 17 days (Morris & Reyes, 2011; Gupta & Aggarwal, 2014). A notable example of 

this is shown in the research of Lee (2001) which only has an event window of just three 

days. When researchers choose a limited event window, it suggests that they are mainly 

interested in the announcement effect. However, research with wider event windows does 

exist. Bosch and Hirschey (1989) have an event window that stretches 200 days before 

the name change announcement, which can suggest that the researchers are interested in 

examining the pre-announcement effects of corporate name changes. While it is essential 

to consider these pre-announcement effects, other research has also focused on the post-

announcement effect of corporate name changes. Lin et al. (2016) used an event period 

of 120 days after the announcement to investigate this effect more extensively. Thus, the 

design and length of the event window are mainly determined by what effects the 

researchers are interested in investigating. 

2.2.1 Reasons for corporate name changes 

The current literature on corporate name changes suggests that there are different 

underlying reasons for why these name changes are undertaken. Horsky and 

Swyngedouw (1987) present two different theories that may provide insight into why 

corporations engage in name changes; the first one is the signalling theory and the second 

one is the utility producing theory. However, before defining the two theories and their 

motives for corporate name changes, it is suitable to reflect on the costs inherent to a 

corporate name change. Changing the corporate name is risky and costly with emphasis 

targeted towards advertising costs, direct costs linked to changing logos, and consultation 
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costs, among others. Thus, for a corporate name change to be beneficial, it must also 

generate some positive factors that outweigh the costs related to the name change (Bosch 

& Hirschey, 1989).  

The first theory which attempts to explain why corporate name changes are 

undertaken is the utility producing theory. This theory suggests that the choice of 

corporate name can affect the demand curves for a company’s products as well as its cost 

functions (Horsky & Swyngedouw, 1987). Thus, the name itself has some intrinsic value 

attached to it, which could allow firms to improve profitability, either by improving 

efficiency and lower costs or by increasing demand for its products and raise prices 

(Horsky & Swyngedouw, 1987). The second theory for explaining corporate name 

changes is the signalling theory. This theory suggests that the name change is an 

information signal to the investors, and this theory is used as a foundation for a majority 

of the articles (Bosch & Hirschey, 1989; Karpoff & Rankine, 1994; Lee, 2001; Mase, 

2009; Morris & Reyes, 2011; Biktimirov & Durrani, 2017). Under this theory, the name 

change does not have any intrinsic value; instead, the name change is used by managers 

to communicate information about the company to its stakeholders (Horsky & 

Swyngedouw, 1987). This information could reflect a new strategy, new scope of 

business, or a new product range, to name a few. Thus, the value of the name change lies 

in informing stakeholders about the future of the company.  

As mentioned above, the most widely used theory underlying the research on 

corporate name changes is the signalling theory. Horsky and Swyngedouw (1987) suggest 

that signalling theory is a better theory to describe the phenomenon of why companies 

engage in corporate name changes, rather than the utility producing theory. Many 

researchers base their work on the signalling theory. However, some of the research may 

fail to see a signalling effect from corporate name changes (Howe, 1982). As the 

information signalled through the name change could be acquired from other sources than 

the name change announcement, it is suggested that a corporate name change often serves 

as a poor information signal (Howe, 1982). 

Moreover, it is possible to see cases connecting the signalling theory and the mania 

of the dotcom era, where the corporate name change served as a signal to investors that 

the company now was associated to the new technology (Lee, 2001). 
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2.2.2 Hypotheses regarding price effects of corporate name changes 

There are two different hypotheses in the literature regarding price effects of 

corporate name changes: the rational pricing hypothesis and the investor mania 

hypothesis. Studies explain that the rational pricing hypothesis implies that the 

announcement generates insignificant excess return during the announcement date and 

that the effect is temporal in terms of price reactions. The investor mania hypothesis 

argues that investors are eager to be associated with the hot market and those price 

reactions are significant and positive (Lin et al., 2016).  

Although, the rational pricing hypothesis states that there should not be a significant 

excess return on the announcement day of a corporate name change, the presence of 

information asymmetries could explain the fact that stock price effects of name changes 

exist (Howe, 1992). However, evidence suggests that there has been no significant 

positive effect on the stock price from corporate name changes of firms in the U.S market 

(Howe, 1992; Karpoff & Rankine, 1994). More recent studies with data from the dotcom 

bubble during 1995 to 2001 show different empirical evidence suggesting a positive stock 

price reaction to name changes associated with internet-related dotcom names (Cooper, 

Khorana, Osobov, Patel & Rau, 2005). Corporate name changes during the dotcom 

bubble showed tendencies of investor mania hypothesis which consequently was driven 

by a price pressure-induced bubble in the stock market, and managers could take 

advantage of investor sentiment to capture gain of a corporate name change (Cooper et 

al., 2005).  

As these mentioned hypotheses seem to have ambiguous results within different 

contexts, it suggests that many factors are affecting the results. Previous studies present 

contradicting findings on the impacts of corporate name changes in different countries. 

For instance, even though USA and Canada have a well recognised geographic proximity, 

the returns from U.S. firms supported the investor mania hypothesis, while returns from 

the Canadian firms supported the rational pricing hypothesis (Lin et al., 2016). Moreover, 

Berkman, Nguyen, and Zou (2011) found that for Chinese firms, the AR did not support 

the investor mania hypothesis showing that not all markets react in similar ways. 

2.2.3 Aspects of corporate name changes 

The extensive body of literature on name changes provide a solid foundation for 

understanding the possible reasons for undertaking a corporate name change and provides 
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insight into how investors may respond to these name changes. For instance, Bosch and 

Hirschey (1989) argue that a name change is an important factor in the creation of a new 

image or to increase the overall performance of the firm. However, despite the extent of 

the literature and the apparent evidence of substantial effects of a name change, it is clear 

that there is no established consensus regarding the outcome of a corporate name change. 

Instead, the literature generates ambiguous results, something it provides several 

examples of through the current research published. For example, Bosch and Hirschey 

(1989) found that name changes only tend to give modest and transitory returns in general, 

yet distinguish the result from a positive pre-announcement effect, but a negative post-

announcement drift. These findings seem to align with several studies conducted on the 

field, albeit vague. On the contrary, Karim (2011) found a positive effect on the 

announcement day and a positive post-announcement drift and explain this disparity of 

findings with the anticipations of positively influenced investors for future cash flows. 

By making a distinction between the announcement date, pre- and post-announcement, 

as mentioned, the literature reveals that these distinctions often differentiate one another 

in terms of the return on a given name change. On the announcement date, however, there 

seem to be a rather strong consensus in the literature considering the outcome of a name 

change. During the announcement day, a name change generally provides a positive 

response from investors (Bosch & Hirschey,1989; Kot, 2011; Wu, 2010). However, even 

here some discrepancy is found, Rani and Asija (2017) present findings of a negative 

effect on the announcement day. When isolating the pre-announcement effect, the 

literature indicates a slightly positive relationship between the name change and the 

return, whereas, on the contrary, the post-announcement show tendency to a neutral or 

negative effect (Mase, 2009; Kot, 2011; Limbach & Goettner, 2011). The results of post-

announcement drift could partly be explained by the fact that investors often realise the 

strategies behind the action and act accordingly; when the name change does not follow 

a strategic purpose, investors realise the situation and the price often goes back to status 

quo as it were before the announcement. However, there are research that opposes the 

negative post-announcement drift. Research made by Cooper et al. (2001) showed a 

positive post-announcement drift, following the corporate name change. These results 

have also been observed, to some extent, in further literature regarding corporate name 

changes (Wu, 2010). 
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Another related approach to recognise the outcome of a name change is to separate 

the time horizon around the announcement into a short-term and a long-term. By doing 

so, the literature shows that the return of a given name change is dependent on the 

timeframe in relation to the announcement. Consequently, the time horizon seems to be 

a decisive factor to take into consideration when the effect of a name change is studied. 

When examining the short-term effects, meaning the time closest to the announcement 

day, the literature often provides results that indicate a positive relationship between the 

name change and return (Bosch & Hirschey, 1989; Karim, 2011; Kot, 2011). However, 

taking the long-term effect of a name change into consideration often result in weak and 

mixed evidence on the impact of a name change (Bosch & Hirschey, 1989; Kot, 2011).  

2.2.3.1 Specific Characteristics  

As mentioned, the results of corporate name changes, in general, are rather mixed. 

To better understand the effect of corporate name changes on stock prices, one should 

investigate specific firm characteristics and name characteristics. Then one can develop 

a sense of which type of name changes it is that produce AR. Specific characteristics of 

the corporate name changes are linked to what the new name is changed to and what it 

represents. There can be certain characteristics of the firm or the stock, apart from the 

name itself, that influence AR from corporate name changes. Cooper et al. (2001) noted 

that companies with the lowest share price and lowest trading volume had a higher return 

compared to other companies that engaged in similar name changes. These results are 

supported by the research made by Gupta and Aggarwal (2014), which found that only 

small-cap companies had positive ARs following a corporate name change. Furthermore, 

Horsky and Swyngedouw (1987) found that, on average, companies in the industrial 

sector was associated with higher AR following a corporate name change compared to 

companies in the financial sector. This finding suggests that the interpretation of 

corporate name changes, by investors, can differ depending on the sector in which the 

company is active. Also, the historical performance of a company seems to influence the 

AR generated by a corporate name change. Rani and Asija (2017) provide evidence that 

some investors contemplate companies’ prior profitability in response to a name change 

and conclude that poor historical performance increases the likelihood of a negative 

outcome for a name change and vice versa. 

Furthermore, the literature on corporate name changes contains data from countries 

and their stock markets from all over the world. The literature suggests that there seems 
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to be a difference in price reactions to corporate name change announcements between 

different countries. Lin et al. (2016), which investigated the investor mania hypothesis 

against the rational pricing theory of oil-related corporate name changes in both the US 

and Canada, saw that the US supported the investor mania hypothesis, while Canada 

supported the rational pricing theory. This difference suggests that the effect of name 

changes on stock prices is based on which country the company is listed in. This 

phenomenon is supported by the research made on internet related name changes in both 

the US and in China. Cooper et al. (2001) found support for the investor mania hypothesis 

from the sample of US stocks, while Berkman et al. (2011) suggest that the sample of 

Chinese firms does not support this theory. Again, there is a difference in the returns 

realised after a corporate name change between different countries. These results imply 

that investors from different geographical areas interpret the information associated with 

a corporate name changes differently, and they value these information signals 

differently. It is important to keep in mind that geographic differences might have an 

impact on how certain names are understood and interpreted. Research suggests that 

corporate name changes that become more fluent and understandable give rise to positive 

AR, this is also true for name changes which remove geographical specificity (Agnihotri 

& Bhattacharya, 2016).  

2.2.3.2 Major and Minor Name Changes 

A corporate name change is linked to considerable costs for a company. However, 

despite these costs, many companies engage in corporate name changes. This literature 

review also suggests that while there are many different reasons for a corporate name 

change, there are also several different factors which influence how investors will 

interpret the announcement. Some corporate name changes produce positive AR while 

other produce negative AR. These specific factors, linked to the design of the new 

corporate name will be outlined in the following paragraphs. 

When companies decide to change the corporate name, a common issue is whether 

to slightly change the original name or to choose an entirely new name. Major name 

changes occur when the new name is entirely different from the previous name, and minor 

name changes are those that would not influence the recognition of the company (Bosch 

& Hirschey, 1989). In the literature, this is often described as minor and major corporate 

name changes or non-radical and radical name changes. Limbach and Goettner (2011), 

which investigated the effect of minor and major corporate name changes, saw that on 
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the announcement day both groups experienced positive AR. However, in the pre-

announcement and post-announcement period, minor name changes experienced negative 

AR while major name changes experienced positive AR. These results are supported by 

the research made by Biktimirov and Durrani (2017), since they observed a much larger 

effect on stock prices for major name changes, compared to minor name changes. 

However, Bosch and Hirschey (1989) found no AR for major name changes and suggest 

that it might be due to increased perceived risk about the future of the company. Instead, 

Bosch and Hirschey (1989) found that minor name changes are connected to a modest 

positive price reaction; however, these returns are transitory. Mase (2009) found an 

overall positive AR for both non-radical and radical name changes, however, for the 

radical name change group, there was a reversal of the stock price during the post-

announcement period. Agnihotri and Bhattacharya (2016) find evidence for positive AR 

following a corporate name change when the new name is very specific or unique. 

Corporate reputation is also a factor behind corporate name changes which has been 

investigated by researchers. Firms with poor reputation tend to make more radical name 

changes, while firms with good reputation and history tend to make less radical name 

changes to preserve the benefits from its past reputation (Wu, 2010). Wu (2010) observes 

that radical name changes tend to experience only negligible positive returns during the 

announcement period which is then dissipated over the post-announcement period. These 

results of post-announcement return could not be seen when firms with good previous 

reputation adopted less radical brand names. The operating history of the company may 

also affect the return associated with a corporate name change. For loss-making 

companies with poor profitability in the past, the returns of corporate name changes are 

not positive (Rani & Asija, 2017). Rani and Asija (2017) therefore suggest that managers 

should not waste resources on corporate name changes since the name change itself is not 

enough to shift investors’ perception of the firm. 

A vast majority of corporate name changes are initiated to signal either 

diversification or focus of a firm’s activities and products (Howe, 1982). Bosch and 

Hirschey (1989) also note other inducements for companies to change the name, 

including highlighting a restructuring of a firm or shifting of focus to a specific part of 

the business, which consequently could be interpreted as means to signal information to 

investors. Biktimirov and Durrani (2017) investigated corporate name changes that either 

signalled a shift to a more focused strategy or a more diversified strategy, and found that 
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name changes that implies a more focused strategy produce significant positive ARs, 

while name changes that communicate a diversified strategy do not. The results 

discovered by Mase (2009) suggest that firms that signal a broader and more diversified 

strategy are linked to positive stock price effects, while signals linked to a narrower 

strategy has a negative effect on stock prices. However, in contrast to these results, both 

corporate name changes that are signalling a broader and more focused strategy enjoy 

positive AR (Wu, 2010). The results on corporate name changes in terms of signalling a 

more focused or more diversified strategy are contradictory, and there seems to be no 

consensus regarding the effect of these name changes on stock prices. 

2.2.3.3 Functional Name Changes 

Reactions to corporate name changes in the stock market are far from homogenous. 

For a new company name to serve as a credible signal, its characteristics should be 

conveying the information known by management and associated with the company 

(Morris & Reyes, 2011). According to Morris and Reyes (2011), the functional 

characteristics of a name change should have distinctiveness, relevance, memorability, 

flexibility, and create a positive image of the company. These characteristics should be 

more facilitated in the new name than the previous to constitute a functional name change 

(Morris & Reyes, 2011). Furthermore, Morris and Reyes (2011) argue that distinctiveness 

could be considered as the most important functionality in a name change as it sets a 

company apart from other firms. 

Another aspect connected to a corporate name change decision is whether or not to 

change the ticker symbol. The ticker is a set of characters, usually letters, which represent 

companies listed on stock exchanges. Biktimirov and Durrani (2017) found a significant 

positive effect on stock prices for name changes when the ticker was also changed in 

contrast to name changes without ticker changes, which did not experience this effect on 

stock prices. However, similar ticker symbols of different companies could sometimes 

confuse investors and may give rise to irrational investment decisions. For example, 

Rashes (2001) found a strong correlation between two stocks with similar ticker symbols 

in terms of return and trading volume, despite being completely unrelated to each other. 

This implies that if the ticker symbol is changed into a similar ticker of another stock, 

investors might be confused and trade the wrong stock by mistake. This confusion could 

then affect stock returns following a corporate name change, with an accompanying ticker 

symbol change.  
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2.2.3.4 Adding vs. Dropping terms 

Firms engaging in adding or removing additional elements into the existing 

corporate name can be interpreted as a signal to investors about diversification or focus 

of their operations. However, the literature provides mixed evidence concerning the effect 

of amendments for a name change. For example, Mase (2009) found that adding terms, 

in general, gave positive returns while removing terms produced opposite results. Mase 

(2009) explained that by adding a term, the company would indicate a potential 

enlargement of the firm, while simultaneously present contradictory results about an 

embedment of the term “group” in the corporate name. It is further demonstrated that a 

negative return is experienced when adding the term “group” in the corporate name, while 

the opposite can be seen when removing the term “group” (Mase, 2009). A similar 

example of this is the findings from Agnihotri and Bhattacharya (2016), which elaborates 

on the existence of family names included in the corporate name. Investors responded in 

a negative manner when a family name was removed from a firm's name and therefore 

concluded that investors might perceive the family name as an asset of a company 

(Agnihotri & Bhattacharya, 2016). The evidence on the return of dropping or adding 

words to the corporate name is rather inconclusive. However, when considering words 

that are linked to certain concepts or technologies, there seems to exist a pattern. Cooper 

et al. (2001) found that when the investor sentiment towards internet-related stocks was 

positive, firms would experience large positive returns by adding an internet related word 

to the corporate name. Moreover, when the investor sentiment towards internet-related 

stocks was negative, substantial positive returns were generated by removing internet-

related words from the corporate name (Cooper et al., 2005). Thus, this suggests that the 

effect on stock prices may change over time when adding or dropping certain words to or 

from the corporate name. 

2.2.3.5 Corporate Name Changes and Hyped Markets 

When firms are changing names, connections to a hyped market or concept such as 

the internet bubble could yield a higher return than others. Several concepts have been 

hyped during history in the same way as the internet bubble; for example the tulip mania, 

and the oil and railway era. What could be seen was the implication of irrational behaviour 

from investors causing an investor mania characterised by an eagerness to be associated 

with the hot market in order to experience the high return. These overinflated situations 

can be linked to a large amount of optimistic trading and heterogeneous investors where 



 

 

 

 

18 

retail investors are holding more internet related stocks and might be more prone to the 

types of behavioural biases that lead to overly optimistic beliefs (Ofek & Richardson, 

2003). Institutions and pessimistic traders trying to bring back markets to reasonable price 

levels can often be overrun by the size and volume of optimistic trading which may help 

explain any inflated stock price level in the context of limited arbitrage (Ofek & 

Richardson, 2003). The evidence of investor mania seems especially true when 

considering the findings that firms with little or no sales generated from the internet 

experience the greatest long-horizon returns (Cooper et al., 2001). 

During the internet bubble in the early 2000s, firms who added “.com” to their 

corporate name showed substantial increases in both stock prices and trading volume and 

conveyed information to investors about an association to a growing and potentially 

prospering sector of the economy (Lee, 2001). Therefore, investors appeared to respond 

enthusiastically due to the nature of dotcom and the future potential. However, it is not 

only the name change itself that has to be taken into account. Evidence shows that 

strategic name changes experience higher return compared to image-only ones, which 

suggest that a stronger message gives a stronger reaction and therefore provides support 

for the signalling perspective (Lee, 2001). However, despite the strategic changes, a mere 

association with the internet seems enough to provide a firm with a large and permanent 

value increase in these situations (Cooper et al., 2001). Therefore, it can be suggested that 

the association with internet significantly contributes a high return, not only a dotcom 

name. In contrast to firms experiencing high returns during the bubble, it is also possible 

to have an increase in the reversal after the dotcom bubble where firms experienced 

positive returns when they removed “.com” from their name. The presence of positive 

returns during (after) the dotcom bubble for firms adding (removing) .com show further 

indications that strategy and future orientation of the company plays an important role. 

Furthermore, evidence also reveals that in a positive market period, firms adding .com 

experienced a large increase in wealth, while in negative market periods wealth increased 

by removing .com implying that investor irrationality could be linked to market 

downturns. One theory is that investors could be influenced by cosmetic effects of the 

name change. Actions of managers could then be timed to take advantage of potential 

biases to cosmetic effects of a name change even in market downturns by, for instance, 

deleting a .com name (Cooper et al., 2005). Other evidence shows that name changes that 

signal a shift towards a more focused strategy produce significant positive AR, while 
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name changes that communicate a diversified strategy do not (Biktimirov & Durrani, 

2017). There are many factors affecting name changes in a hyped market and the returns 

to firms announcing dotcom name changes are much greater during the months in which 

more name changes occur, suggesting some degree of a “hot” name change period.  

2.2.3.6 Concept Stocks 

While reviewing the literature on corporate name changes, the term concept stock 

is mentioned in relation to certain name changes. There are different definitions of 

concept stocks. However, the common idea is that the valuation is based more on the 

connection to the specific concept, rather than the fundamentals of the company. The 

meaning of a concept stock is that the corporate name provides an association to specific 

industries, technologies, or business models (Hsieh & Walkling, 2006). Howe (1982) 

suggests that concept stocks are stocks for which investors are willing to pay premiums 

because the name is associated with a specific concept or technology. Thus, investors 

seem willing to place a higher value on stocks that, through the corporate name, 

announces a connection to certain concepts or technologies. Furthermore, Hsieh and 

Walkling (2006) define concept stocks as having large market to sales ratios, which 

suggests that investors believe that an association with the specific concept will result in 

high future growth for these companies. Hsieh and Walkling (2006) also noted that the 

characteristics of concept stocks have changed since the relative valuation of these stocks 

has increased over time and that the long-run returns of these stocks are significantly 

negative. Ritter (1984) found that in 1980, the natural resources industry was hotter than 

other industries in terms of IPO returns, and the returns were explained by underwriters 

exploiting the industry boom by underpricing securities. The phenomenon of concept 

stocks can also be connected to the research made by Cooper et al. (2001) where they 

found that internet related corporate name changes produced significant positive AR. The 

results from these two research articles suggest that investors find specific industries and 

technologies more interesting at different times, and are then eager to invest in that 

specific concept.  

2.2.3.7 Cosmetic Name Changes 

The most common reason for why companies change names is to convey a new 

strategy. However, when the new name does not align with the new strategy the name 

can be perceived as cosmetic (Cooper, Gulen & Rau, 2005). The evidence on cosmetic 
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name changes is rather mixed. However, there seem to be occasions where cosmetic name 

changes can be identified. Corporate name changes can be seen as a signal of positive 

information about the company's future (Karpoff & Rankine, 1994). Karim (2011) 

suggest that the name change can fool investors if it is cosmetic, especially when the new 

name is fashionable or connected to popular technologies, for example, the dotcom 

bubble. When there are specific industries or technologies that, at the time, are extremely 

popular, investors seem to care less about the company’s fundamentals and more about 

the association to the industry or technology. Thus, when all investors are eager to be 

associated with specific industries or technologies, they might become irrational and are 

therefore more likely to be fooled by cosmetic name changes. 

Cosmetic name changes were seen in the research made by Cooper et al. (2001) 

who saw that some companies, whose business was not related to the internet, changed 

their corporate name to represent a connection to the internet during the rise of the dotcom 

era. Furthermore, after the dotcom crash, Cooper et al. (2005) noted that companies 

performed reversed cosmetic name changes because internet related words were removed 

from the company name even if the business of the company never was related to the 

internet. Berkman et al. (2011) continue this discussion of internet related name changes 

by investigating the Chinese market and conclude that the increased value during a name 

change is caused by operational changes where renaming the company is a part of that 

process rather than due to a cosmetic name change. These examples illustrate the 

difference between ordinary name changes and cosmetic name changes and also suggest 

that even cosmetic name changes cause a greater return. If investors believe that managers 

act in the interest of the shareholders and their goal is to maximise profits, corporate name 

changes are seen as credible signals by investors (Horsky & Swyngedouw, 1987). 

Further, Horsky and Swyngedouw (1987) argue that if the name change is purely 

cosmetic, then the announcement gain would be eliminated post-announcement because 

investors would realise that no change has taken place. Wu (2010) suggest that corporate 

name changes usually foreshadows a new direction of the business and states that it is 

difficult to determine why certain name changes fool investors while others do not. Thus, 

the authors are sceptical to the effects of cosmetic name changes. 
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2.3 Literature gap  

Upon completing the literature review on this topic, there seems to exist a gap in 

the current literature. There have been multiple studies investigating the effect of 

corporate name change announcements on stock prices. Furthermore, there have also 

been numerous studies on the effect of specific name changes, for example during the 

dotcom boom or the association with oil. However, there has been no research made on 

the topic of corporate name changes made to communicate an association to 

cryptocurrencies or blockchain technology. Thus, this research will apply a standard 

event study methodology, used in all corporate name change studies, with a specific focus 

on name changes related to cryptocurrencies and blockchain technology.  

2.4 Research hypotheses 

This section will draw upon the finding of the literature review in order to develop 

the underlying research hypotheses of this research. Since this research utilises a common 

methodology and builds on the assumptions of previous research, one could hypothesise 

about the probable results of this specific research. The existing information and evidence 

on corporate name changes make it possible to identify certain similarities from previous 

research and cases. Given these perceived similarities, it is possible to form certain 

hypotheses regarding the possible effect on stock prices from corporate name changes in 

relation to cryptocurrencies and blockchain.  

The rapid increases in stock prices of internet related stocks can be linked to the 

price increases of cryptocurrencies seen today. As with internet-related stocks, the 

association to the new technology is associated with the belief that future profits will be 

higher, which increases the valuation. If these perceived similarities are true, then one 

could expect that the results of this research should be similar to that of research 

performed on dotcom companies. This leads to the first prediction: 

Hypothesis 1: Corporate name changes, related to cryptocurrencies and blockchain, 

produces significant and large positive CAR over the event window.  

Based on the existing research on the topic, it is possible to draw one conclusion 

that is supported by nearly all researchers. This conclusion is that on the day of the 

announcement, the stock experiences positive AR. Therefore, a second prediction can be 

stated: 
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Hypothesis 2: The announcement date of the corporate name change will be 

characterised by significant and positive AR. 
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3. Methodology 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter provides an overview of the research methodology used in this research. It 

consists of a detailed description of how this study was conducted. Moreover, it highlights 

the relevant theoretical framework, the research paradigm applied, and the calculations 

and limitations related to the method used in this research. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

3.1 Theoretical framework 

The first section regarding the theoretical framework will present and describe the 

most relevant theories used in this research. These theories serve as the foundation for 

investigating and discussing the topic of corporate name changes. Further, these theories 

will also be used to justify the choice of method used in this research.  

3.1.1 Pricing of stocks 

The price of these stocks, like any other asset, is depending on the supply and 

demand equilibrium. However, the price of the stock should also be determined by its 

underlying fundamental value. According to the law of one price, the value of a security 

should be equal to the present value of all its future cash flows (Berk & DeMarzo, 2016). 

As the value of stocks depends on the discounted future cash flows of the company, the 

price of any given stock must also reflect all the available information (Fama, 1970). A 

corporate name change could change the expected cash flows or the discount rate and, 

thus, affect the fundamental value of the stock, which causes the emerging of abnormal 

return. Therefore, the law of one price will serve as a foundation for discussing the stock 

price effects of a name change, since the value of the new information should affect the 

fundamental value of the specific stock. 

3.1.2 The efficient market hypothesis 

Fama (1970) argues that when stock prices reflect all the available information, the 

market is efficient. The efficient market hypothesis holds true when three conditions are 

met (Fama, 1970). First, there are no transaction costs. Second, information is costless 

and available to every investor. Third, all investors evaluate the information and its effect 

on prices similarly. Fama (1970) states that if these conditions are met, the market will 

be efficient since all available information would be reflected in the price of the stock. 

However, these conditions are not realistic in reality and are, therefore, an obstacle to 
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truly efficient markets. Also, the efficiency between markets might differ, meaning that 

some markets could be more efficient than others (Bodie et al., 2014). If the price of the 

security has been determined rationally by investors, only new information should be able 

to change the price of the security, which gives rise to the idea that security prices are 

unpredictable. There are three forms of the efficient market hypothesis; the weak form, 

semi-strong form, and strong form. For this research, the semi-strong form is of interest, 

because it allows one to test the stock price reactions of new information announcements 

(Boya, 2013). The information announcement is regarded as the corporate name change 

for this research. The semi-strong form of market efficiency states that all information 

that is publicly available should be reflected in the price of any given stock if the market 

is efficient (Boya, 2013). Thus, it is the semi-strong form of efficient markets that allow 

one to use the event study methodology and test the efficient market hypothesis by 

investigating how rapidly the prices adjust to new information (Boya, 2013). An event 

study allows researchers to isolate a specific event and investigate the effect it may have 

on stock prices. If markets are efficient, then prices should immediately change to reflect 

that new information (Bodie et al., 2014). It is the efficient market hypothesis that justifies 

the use of event studies for investigating the effect on stock prices from corporate name 

changes.  

3.1.3 Signalling theory  

The main idea of the signalling theory is related to the information one party reveals 

about itself to another party. The principle of the theory is that information is asymmetric, 

meaning that the party transmitting information is in an information advantage compared 

to the receiver of that information (Connelly, Certo, Ireland, & Reutzel, 2010). For 

example, managers, in general, possess more information about a company’s activities 

than an outsider. In other words, signalling could be a mean for companies to convey 

information to its stakeholders. The signalling theory implies that information in the 

economy is not evenly distributed, thus, making the signalling theory useful to explain 

the behaviour of a situation where two parties have asymmetric information (Connelly et 

al., 2010). A majority of the research regarding the subject of corporate name change has 

applied the signalling theory in order to explain the underlying reason of why companies 

engage in name changes (Bosch & Hirschey, 1989; Karpoff & Rankine, 1994; Lee, 2001; 

Mase, 2009; Morris & Reyes, 2011; Biktimirov & Durrani, 2017). Because the theory is 
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widely adopted and supported, it will be used in this research as a foundation for 

explaining how corporate name changes affect stock prices. Furthermore, this theory will 

facilitate the discussion about why stock prices are affected by corporate name changes, 

and what value the information from name changes hold.  

3.1.4 The investor mania hypothesis and The rational pricing hypothesis 

As seen in the literature review, investor mania and the rational pricing hypothesis 

are two common concepts to consider when investigating stock market returns. The 

investor mania hypothesis states that securities in certain markets that are believed to 

generate higher future earnings will lead to overvaluation because investors are eager to 

be associated to the “hot market” (Lin et al., 2016). Investors purchase these securities 

regardless of their current valuation because they believe that they will be able to resell 

the security at a higher price in the future (Lin et al., 2016). Assuming the investor mania 

hypothesis is true, corporate name changes related to cryptocurrencies and blockchain 

would positively affect stock prices because of investors’ eagerness to be associated with 

the new technology. Because investors are eager to be associated to the new technology 

and believe that it will cause prices to keep rising in the future, stock prices on the market 

become inflated causing a higher market value compared to other securities. Under the 

investor mania hypothesis, managers could take advantage of positive investor sentiment 

to produce increases in the stock price by engaging in corporate name changes (Cooper 

et al., 2005). 

On the other hand, the rational pricing theory differs from investor mania and 

suggests that any deviation in price levels for an asset will result in investors immediately 

trading away the profit opportunity on the asset until it trades at a rational market price 

(Howe, 1992). If this were true, one would see no effect on stock prices due to name 

changes that are following the signalling theory.  

Both these hypotheses regarding the pricing of stocks have been suggested as 

applicable to corporate name changes in the past literature. The type of research on name 

changes seems to influence the verification of either hypothesis. Research on dotcom 

related corporate name changes on the U.S. market supports the investor mania 

hypothesis (Cooper et al., 2001; Cooper et al., 2005). As parallels can be seen between 

the dotcom boom and the current situation with cryptocurrencies and blockchain, the 

investor mania hypothesis should be more applicable to this specific research on 
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blockchain and cryptocurrency related name changes. However, both hypotheses can be 

used to critically analyse the results of this research.  

3.2 Methodology 

The methodology can be defined as the paradigm approach to the research process 

that encapsulates the research methods and provides justification and description of the 

approach and methods used in the research (Collis & Hussey, 2014). In this thesis, the 

research is characterised by a positivist paradigm. The positivist paradigm states that a 

phenomenon can be explained and determined based on specific theories and what one 

knows is based on empirical data and causal relationships between the variables 

investigated (Collis & Hussey, 2014). This approach is called deductive reasoning 

because it begins by developing the theory that is later tested based on empirical findings. 

For this research on corporate name changes, the aim is to develop a relationship between 

the name change and the effect on the stock price. Furthermore, the focus of this research 

is to use existing theories to explain the stock price effect following the corporate name 

change. The positivist paradigm is linked to quantitative methods and data, which can be 

statistically tested (Collis & Hussey, 2014). An event study methodology is used in this 

research because it is the standard approach used when investigating the effect of 

corporate name changes on stock prices. In order to determine if corporate name changes 

generate CAR, an event study is the suitable method that can be applied. Event studies 

are quantitative in nature, as they are based on investigating numerical data to reach a 

conclusion about the research question. A qualitative method should not be applied when 

investigating the effect on stock prices following a corporate name change as the data 

collected needs to be objective and not influenced by individual opinions; the data 

collected on stock prices need to be tested using statistical models to be verified. Thus, 

this research will adopt a quantitative method, which uses statistical testing to validate 

the findings. Primary data are gathered in this research to investigate the topic. 

The purpose of the epistemological assumption is to determine what one can accept 

as valid knowledge (Collis & Hussey, 2014). The positivist paradigm suggests that 

empirical evidence from a measurable phenomenon constitutes valid knowledge (Collis 

& Hussey, 2014). For this thesis to be perceived as trustworthy, the quantitative method 

will have an objective stance, and the findings from it will only be based on cause and 

effect relationship between corporate name changes and stock prices. Thus, the impact of 
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corporate name changes on stock prices should be scientifically investigated to be able to 

draw accurate conclusions. The quantitative approach does not explain the underlying 

reason which produces these possible AR following a corporate name change. However, 

due to the nature of the research and event studies specifically, a quantitative method 

should be used. Also, the objective of this research is not to determine why name changes 

cause AR, but rather to investigate if there is a significant relationship between corporate 

name changes and the price of stocks that causes AR in the market. 

3.3 Method 

This research will apply an event study methodology to investigate the effect of 

cryptocurrency and blockchain related name changes on stock prices. In this research, the 

event is the corporate name change. An event study allows the researcher to isolate an 

event and determine the effect of that specific event on stock prices. It requires an event 

window, during which the effects of the event are being investigated. During this event 

window, the ARs are calculated and then summed together for the CAR. Then, one has 

to determine if the CAR is significant using a statistical test. If the CAR turns out 

significant, then one can make assumptions regarding the effect of the event on stock 

prices.  

3.3.1 Sample  

Because the number of public companies that had changed their name and could be 

included in the study was limited, this research includes companies from all stock 

exchanges worldwide to increase the sample size. The initial sample of this research 

consisted of 22 firms. However, due to inaccessibility of historical price data of some 

firms, the final sample was reduced to 11 firms. Although the sample is rather small, in 

comparison to that of other research on corporate name changes, the initial sample 

corresponds to the entire population of cryptocurrency and blockchain related corporate 

name changes. The sampling period of this research is not limited by a time frame because 

the phenomenon of corporate name changes, related to cryptocurrencies and blockchain, 

is relatively new. The earliest name change is from 2016. Thus, this date marks the start 

of the sampling period. The firms used in the sample is collected from the Nasdaq 

exchange, the OTC exchange, the London exchange and Canadian venture exchange. 

Since no other name changes related to blockchain or cryptocurrency has been found on 
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other financial markets or that the data was incomplete, these four markets represent the 

whole sample.  

3.3.2 Event window 

The event window for this research will be of 11 days in total, stretching -5 days 

before the corporate name change announcement date, and +5 days after the 

announcement date. The main area of interest for this thesis is the effect of corporate 

name changes on stock prices around the announcement date. The possible pre-

announcement and post-announcement effects are considered to a much lesser extent; 

thus, the event window is limited to -5 and +5 days beyond the announcement date. The 

event window can be defined as the difference between t1 and t2 which represents the start 

and end date of the event window.  

The timeframe before the event must be long enough to capture the possible 

information leakages that can move the stock price before the actual event date. This 

leakage is especially inherent in name change studies, as information of the name change 

is released before the event date. This 11-day event window was used to capture market 

reactions to possible information leakages since it is possible that the information about 

the name change is released before the actual announcement date (Morris & Reyes, 2011; 

Bosch & Hirschey, 1989). However, to determine an appropriate length of the event 

window correctly is challenging since one major concern in event studies is the possibility 

of overlapping events (Cooper et al., 2001; Lin et al., 2016). The issue of overlapping 

events in the event window could affect the overall stock return which could make it 

difficult to isolate the effects of the examined event. The objective of this thesis is solely 

to determine the effect of corporate name changes on stock prices. Thus, the choice of a 

shorter event window is justified by the belief that it will limit the risk of overlapping 

events and other factors that may affect the price of the stock.  

One concern that is linked to the event study methodology is the determination of 

the appropriate announcement date. Lin et al. (2016) suggest that one should differentiate 

between the date of when the first news about the name change is available and the date 

when the stock exchange announced the name change. One should then choose the 

earliest date as the announcement date (Lin et al., 2016). This research will also consider 

the earliest available information about the corporate name change as the announcement 

date. Although this date isn’t the official announcement, it should give more realistic 
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results. Thomson Reuter’s Eikon database will be used to find the earliest news about the 

name change.  

3.3.3 Estimation period 

In order to calculate the theoretical return for each of the stocks investigated in this 

research, it is necessary to collect historical data on returns on which to base the 

regression model. However, the estimation period for the collection of data must first be 

determined. In this case, the estimation period is the number of days prior to the event 

window, for which daily returns will be collected. The length of the estimation period can 

be defined as L which represents the number of days. L can be defined as the difference 

between T0 and T1, where T0 is the start of the estimation period, and T1 is the start of the 

event window. The estimation period for this research will be 100 days prior to the start 

of the event window. This length of the estimation period is supported by the research 

made by Morris & Reyes (2011) which uses as similar estimation period, while also 

having an event window which is similar in length. During the estimation period, the beta 

and alpha of the specific stock will be determined, which are components used in the 

market model to calculate theoretical returns (see Appendix A).  

3.3.4 Actual return 

In order to calculate the AR, the actual return is needed to be compared to the 

theoretical returns. The price of the company’s stock i at time t, Pit, will be equal to its 

discounted future cash flows (Horsky & Swyngedouw, 1987): 

Pit = ∑
𝑑𝑖𝑡+𝑘

(1+𝑟𝑖𝑡+𝑘)𝑘
∞
𝑘=1  

In this equation, dit+k, is the expected cash flow for the period t plus k. The discount rate 

rit+k measures the opportunity cost and the perceived risk of the stock (Boya, 2013). By 

measuring the prices for the stocks each day, one can calculate the daily return using this 

model (Horsky & Swyngedouw, 1987): 

Rit = (Pit + dit – Pit-1)/Pit-1 

This model calculates the return of holding the stock for one period and was used to 

calculate the daily returns for each stock in the sample. This includes both the return 

gained from stock price appreciation as well as any dividends paid out during the holding 

period. For daily returns calculated in the estimation period (see Appendix A). For daily 

returns in the event window (see Appendix B).  
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3.3.5 Theoretical return 

The theoretical returns are based on a model which allows one to calculate returns 

based on a number of factors. There are several models available to calculate the 

theoretical return for a given security, and these can be divided into two categories; 

statistical and economic models (MacKinlay, 1997). This thesis will use a statistical 

approach, and calculate the theoretical returns based on the market model:  

Rit = αi + βi Rmt + εi 

The market model was used in this research because it is a part of the standard event study 

methodology developed by Eugene F. Fama in 1969, and the most widely used model 

used in the current literature (Boya, 2013). In this model, εi is the firm-specific return, 

which has a mean of zero over a given period (Bodie et al., 2014). Because εi is zero on 

average, it can be excluded from the model. Thus, the market model of returns can be 

applied as follows to calculate the theoretical returns of each stock (Fama, Fisher, Jensen 

& Roll, 1969 as cited in Boya, 2013): 

 Rit = αi + βi Rmt 

In this model, Rm is the measure of the market return at time t. In order to estimate the 

return of the market, a market proxy can be used. A market proxy does not include all 

tradable securities, but it simplifies and allows for the determination of market returns 

(Berk & DeMarzo, 2016). In this research, the Wilshire US micro cap index is used as a 

market proxy because it represents the returns of firms with the smallest market 

capitalisations, which is a good fit considering that the firms in the sample also are small 

in regards to market capitalisation. The alpha and beta of the model are calculated by 

utilising the least squares technique (Fama et al., 1969 as cited in Boya, 2013). This 

method is used to develop an approximated best fitted straight line relationship between 

the independent and dependent variable (Anderson, Sweeney, Williams, Freeman & 

Shoesmith, 2014). The determination of the alpha and beta was based on the historical 

data collected during the estimation period. With these variables estimated, the theoretical 

return for the individual stock can be calculated in the event window (see Appendix B).  

3.3.6 Abnormal return (AR) 

The impact of exogenous information on stock prices is measured by utilising the 

event study methodology, which investigates information announcements to understand 

if it produces AR (Boya, 2013). AR is the difference between the actual returns of a stock 
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compared to a theoretical return that should have taken place in the absence of the 

information announcement (Boya, 2013). The event study methodology is based on the 

market model of stock returns (Fama et al., 1969 as cited in Boya, 2013). 

ARit = Rit – (αi + βi Rmt) 

In the model above, Rit represents the actual return of stock i at day t, while (αi + βi Rmt) 

is the market model and represent the theoretical return of the stock at day t. For each of 

the stocks in the sample, the AR will be calculated for each of the 11 days in the event 

window (see Appendix C). Given a sample of N events, MacKinlay (1997) states that the 

AAR for the entire sample on day t can be calculated using the following formula: 

AARt = 
1

𝑁
∑ 𝐴𝑅𝑖𝑡

𝑁
𝑖=1  

3.3.7 Cumulative abnormal returns (CAR) 

The CAR in this study shows the total impact of a corporate name changes on the 

price of stocks over a specified period. The CAR of a given event window can be 

expressed as the sum of AAR. By aggregating the AAR from each time period t, the CAR 

can be determined. According to MacKinlay (1997), the following formula can be 

applied:  

CAR(t1,t2) = ∑ 𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑡
𝑡2
𝑡=𝑡1

 

This formula is a straightforward method for calculating the CAR of different event 

windows because the AAR for each time period t is already calculated (see Appendix 

D). 

3.3.8 Significance testing 

The test used to investigate if there is a significant effect on stock prices following 

cryptocurrency and blockchain related name changes is a t-test, which is a parametric 

approach. In order to investigate if the CAR is significantly different from zero, this 

research utilises a two-tailed test where the null hypothesis is that cryptocurrency and 

blockchain related corporate name changes do not affect the price of stocks. H0: The CAR 

generated in relation to a blockchain related corporate name change = 0. H1: The CAR 

generated in relation to a blockchain related corporate name change = 0. 

The average CAR of the sample is calculated as stated above. The variance of the 

sample is determined for each security and can then be aggregated using the following 

formula: 
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var(CAR(t1,t2)) = ∑ 𝑣𝑎𝑟(𝐴𝐴𝑅𝑡)
𝑡2
𝑡=𝑡1

 

The variance of the AAR is the average variance on day t, given all firms in the sample 

(see Appendix E). The following formula was applied to determine the variance of the 

AAR: 

var(AARt) = 
1

𝑁2
∑ 𝜎𝜀𝑖

2𝑁
𝑖=1  

In order to compute the AAR variance, each firm’s variance was calculated using the 

following formula (see Appendix F):  

𝜎𝜀𝑖
2  = 

1

𝐿 −2
∑ (𝑅𝑖𝑡 − 𝛼𝑖 − 𝛽𝑖𝑅𝑚𝑡)2𝑡1

𝑡=𝑇0+1  

Given these results of the mean and variance of the sample’s CAR, MacKinlay (1997) 

suggest that the following formula can be applied to test if this return is significantly 

different from zero:  

t-value = 
𝐶𝐴𝑅(𝑡1 ,𝑡2)

𝑣𝑎𝑟(𝐶𝐴𝑅(𝑡1,𝑡2))1/2 

The value derived from this t-test allows one to determine the significance of the results 

(see Appendix D). The degrees of freedom are given by the formula: n-1. For this 

research, the degrees of freedom equals 10, given by 11-1. The CAR was tested based on 

a 10%, 5% and 1% level of significance. The values derived from the t-test was checked 

against a t-distribution table in order to determine the significance of the results 

(Anderson et al., 2014).  

3.3.9 Controls 

The theory of the small firm effect suggests that returns are higher for stocks with 

small market capitalisation compared to those with large market capitalisation. By 

dividing the sample into two groups by size, it is possible to control for returns that may 

be due to differences in size. The companies will be ranked in order of market 

capitalisation so that one group contains the smallest companies and the other contains 

the largest companies. Market capitalisation is the product of the share price multiplied 

by the number of shares outstanding. Then the CAR can be tested for both groups (see 

Appendix G). If the group of smaller stocks has a better return than the group of larger 

companies, then their size could be an important factor determining the effect of corporate 

name changes on stock prices. Although all the firms in the sample are considered small, 

there is a substantial relative difference in size that might influence the results.  
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In addition to the full event window, this research will also control for different 

periods in the event window. Therefore, the event window will be divided into three sub-

periods. The first period is the five days leading up to the announcement date, the second 

period is the announcement day alone, and the third period is the five days after the 

announcement date. By comparing the CAR of these sub-periods to the entire event 

window, one will gain more insight into when the ARs are created and how the time frame 

affects the results. The use of sub-periods, where the announcement date is isolated will 

also test one of the research hypotheses which states that on the announcement date of 

the corporate name change will be significant and positive (see Appendix H).  

3.3.10 Robustness test 

By performing a robustness test, one could be more confident about the findings of 

the research since it could further validate the findings. One possible opportunity to 

perform a robustness test is to estimate the AR by using an index return instead of using 

a market model to represent the theoretical return (see Appendix I). Thus, in the formula 

of AR, the market model is replaced by the index return: 

ARit = Rit – Rmt  

Here, the relevant index should be used to match the return of the individual stock. Where 

Rmt is the return of the index, also called market adjusted abnormal rates. This research 

will apply the Wilshire US micro cap index as a proxy for market returns because it 

matches, to some extent, the market capitalisation size if the firms in the sample. Thus, 

this index should be a more accurate measure of sampled firms’ return. The use of a 

market index to calculate the AR has been utilised in previous research and should, 

therefore, be a reliable method (Cooper et al., 2005; Kot, 2011; Biktimirov & Durrani, 

2017). The significance of the results from the robustness test was determined using a t-

test (see Appendix J; Appendix K).  

3.4 Limitations  

One limitation of this research is the small number of firms that have changed their 

name to something connected to cryptocurrencies and blockchain. Event studies are often 

performed by using large samples of events to draw conclusions about the population, 

however, due to the relatively new phenomenon of cryptocurrency and blockchain related 

name changes, the sample used in this research constitutes the entire population of firms. 

Since the sample equals the population, one should be able to draw conclusions from the 
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results of this research. Another problem connected to the sample size is the issue of 

finding historical data on the stock prices of the firms in the sample. Due to this issue, a 

number of firms had to be removed from the sample, which further limited the sample 

size. This issue with limited information was also visible in the process of identifying the 

announcement date. As most of the firms are very small, there is not much coverage on 

the firms which limits the available information.  

The sample consists of firms listed in different countries; this may also affect the 

results of the research since there is a possibility that corporate name changes have 

different effects on stock prices in different countries. This difference was seen in the 

research made by Berkman et al. (2011), who noted that the effect of dotcom related name 

changes was smaller in China compared to the U.S.  

During the collection of samples for this research, two specific keywords were 

applied; blockchain and cryptocurrency. However, the search revealed that there were no 

corporate name changes that included the term cryptocurrency, all the existing name 

changes are linked to blockchain. Because of this limitation, no conclusions can be drawn 

regarding the effect on stock prices from cryptocurrency related name changes.  

Since the event window of this research is set to 11 days, there could be pre-

announcement and post-announcement effects that are not captured by the event window. 

This is a limitation since a longer event window could provide more accurate and 

extensive information on the effect of cryptocurrency and blockchain related corporate 

name changes on stock prices. When conducting an event study, one must consider other 

corporate events which may influence the stock price in any way. Cooper et al. (2001) 

excludes stocks that, during the event window has been involved in a merger, issued new 

stock, or released earnings announcements. Since these events also affect stock prices, 

one must be aware of their existence when performing the event study on corporate name 

changes. 

This research used the Wilshire US micro cap index as a proxy for market returns, 

which could be a limitation because it may not be representative of the overall return of 

the market. Since different markets are characterised by different risk profiles, growth 

expectations, and returns, a broader market index might not be representative for the 

return of individual stocks from different markets (Massari et al., 2016). It is a suitable 

option in this research because it matches the market capitalisation size of the sample.  
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All models are based on the best estimate considering the available information and 

therefore cannot predict true future outcomes. Thus, one cannot be sure that the theoretical 

returns measured will be a good description of what the normal return would have been 

in the absence of the corporate name change.  
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4. Empirical Findings 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter presents a descriptive presentation of the empirical findings and results of 

the study. The results from the testing are presented in the tables and graphs followed by 

an explanation to provide further insight to the results. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

AAR was calculated for each day in the event window and then aggregated in order 

to determine the CAR following the corporate name changes. The market model was 

utilised to calculate the AR for each firm in the sample. Furthermore, a robustness test 

was performed as a second model to increase the accuracy of the results. In the robustness 

test, the AR was calculated using a market index as a proxy for the stock’s return. Table 

1 displays the results derived from the investigation.  

4.1 Table 1: Market model and Robustness test results 

 

As seen in the table, both models produce large and significant CAR over the full event 

window. However, the CAR calculated from the robustness test was substantially larger 

compared to the CAR calculated from the market model. The AAR columns for both 

models suggests that the majority of the CAR is created during the announcement day 

and day one. Although, the results from the table show that the largest increase in AAR 

occurs on day one. Apart from the total difference in CAR created over the full event 

window, there are differences in the pre-announcement and post-announcement returns 

for the two different models. By using the market model to determine AR, the results 

Event Day AAR Event Day AAR

-5 -6.68% -6.68% *** -5 -1.10% -1.10%

-4 0.77% -5.91% *** -4 3.51% 2.41% **

-3 4.13% -1.77% ** -3 0.25% 2.66% *

-2 7.66% 5.89% *** -2 11.96% 14.62% ***

-1 -9.38% -3.49% ** -1 2.98% 17.60% ***

0 15.09% 11.60% *** 0 16.02% 33.62% ***

1 38.06% 49.66% *** 1 43.86% 77.48% ***

2 -4.50% 45.16% *** 2 -6.86% 70.62% ***

3 1.48% 46.64% *** 3 5.64% 76.26% ***

4 -5.71% 40.93% *** 4 -3.23% 73.03% ***

5 -3.83% 37.10% *** 5 4.46% 77.49% ***

* 10% level of significance, ** 5% level of significance, *** 1% level of significance

Average Abnormal Return and Cumulative Abnormal Return 

CAR CAR

Market model Robustness test 
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display a slightly negative pre-announcement CAR and a negative post-announcement 

drift after day one. The results from the robustness test contrast these findings as the pre-

announcement period is positive with a horizontal post-announcement drift after day one, 

as seen in graph 1.  

4.2 Graph 1: Market model and Robustness test results 

 

Graph one shows the CAR generated by both the market model and from the robustness 

test, over the full event window. The graph display the differences in the CAR produced 

by the two different models. The robustness test was performed only as a complement to 

the market model in order to further verify the results. Therefore, the following tables and 

graphs will consider the AR from the market model alone.  

The full event window was further divided into three sub-periods to investigate the 

effect on stock prices in relation to a corporate name change. For each sub-period, the 

CAR was calculated and tested for significance. Table 2 displays the CAR for each 

subperiod, where each period is defined by the event days they include. 
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4.3 Table 2: CAR of each sub-period 

 

The results from the table suggest that over the full event window as well as on the 

announcement date, CAR is positive and significant on a 1% level of significance. The 

pre-announcement period is negative, while the post-announcement period is positive. 

Although the post-announcement period is positive, graph 1 suggest that after day one, 

the AAR is slightly negative.  

In order to control that the CAR calculated was not affected by the size of the firms, 

the sample was divided into two groups. The first group contained the largest firms in the 

sample and the second group contained the smallest firms in the sample. Expectations 

that the smallest group should experience the largest CAR was dismissed as the opposite 

results were discovered. Table 3 shows the CAR over the full event window for the two 

groups.  

Event Period

 - 5 to 5 37.10% ***

 - 5 to - 1 -3.49% **

0 15.09% ***

1 to 5 25.50% ***

Cumulative Abnormal Return

CAR

* 10% level of significance, ** 5% level of significance, 

*** 1% level of significance
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4.4 Table 3: Small group and Large group CAR 

 

The results from table 3 suggest that there is a substantial difference in CAR between the 

two groups. The largest difference is observed in the day one AAR, where the large group 

experienced an AAR of approximately 100%, while the small group experienced a 

negative AAR of roughly -18%. Both groups display a positive CAR over the full event 

window, which is significant on a 1% level of significance. The differences in the CAR 

generated between the two groups can be further displayed by examining graph 2.  

Event Day AAR Event Day AAR

-5 -12.81% -12.81% *** -5 0.69% 0.69% *

-4 1.99% -10.83% *** -4 -3.54% -2.85% ***

-3 10.08% -0.75% -3 0.64% -2.21% ***

-2 -1.12% -1.87% -2 16.86% 14.65% ***

-1 -22.16% -24.03% *** -1 1.16% 15.81% ***

0 2.02% -22.01% *** 0 28.64% 44.45% ***

1 101.53% 79.52% *** 1 -18.49% 25.96% ***

2 -2.62% 76.90% *** 2 -7.58% 18.39% ***

3 6.20% 83.10% ** 3 -1.97% 16.41% ***

4 -3.83% 79.26% *** 4 -8.13% 8.29% *

5 -13.34% 65.92% *** 5 4.91% 13.20% ***

* 10% level of significance, ** 5% level of significance, *** 1% level of significance

Average Abnormal Return and Cumulative Abnormal Return 

CAR CAR

Small GroupLarge Group
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4.5 Graph 2: Small group and Large group CAR 

 

The results from graph 2 show clearly how the CAR between the two groups differ, and 

when the largest differences in the CAR occur. This size control suggests that the CAR 

observed is not influenced by the size of the stocks’ market capitalisation. Thus, the firms 

with smaller market capitalisation do not positively affect the overall CAR of the sample.  
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5. Analysis 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter analyses and interprets the empirical findings from the study in relation to 

previous research and the theoretical framework used in the methodology section. First, 

the interpretation from the study will be presented. Second, the results from the 

robustness test and control will be evaluated. Finally, the implications and limitations 

will be highlighted to provide a broader understanding of the results. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

By examining the market model CAR in graph 1, the results suggest that there is 

not only a significant positive price reaction on the announcement date but also a positive 

post-announcement period. The graph shows that the positive post-announcement period 

is composed by a large AAR on day one followed by a slightly negative drift. It is, 

therefore, possible that the positive effect of a name change is limited to a short horizon 

near the announcement date. Although these results suggest that blockchain related name 

changes affect stock prices positively, one must keep in mind that the event window of 

this research is rather short. Thus, it is not reasonable to draw conclusions regarding the 

long-term post-announcement drift of stock prices. Furthermore, the event window used 

in this research might not be long enough to capture the actual implementation of the new 

blockchain related strategies which, if not successfully implemented, could cause a 

reversal in the stock prices. Based on the results of the empirical findings there is a 

definite positive effect on stock prices following the name change. The significant and 

large positive CAR following the announcement suggests that investors believe that the 

new strategies the name change signals will be profitable in the future, which raises the 

valuation. If investors did not believe that these new strategies would increase future 

profitability, there should not be a presence of such large CAR. Therefore, based on the 

positive CAR, one can assume that investors interpret the name change as a credible 

signal of future strategic changes that will improve future performance and cash flow of 

the firm. Moreover, it is reasonable to draw a link between the extreme returns seen in 

cryptocurrency investing and the positive CAR generated by corporate name changes 

linked to blockchain technology, which could suggest a presence of the investor mania 

hypothesis. It is possible that these extreme returns mainly are due to investors’ eagerness 

to invest in any asset, despite the current valuation, that deals with cryptocurrency and 

blockchain which will increase the demand for the stock and consequently the price.  

Given the large positive CAR after the announcement and the negative pre-

announcement CAR, one can assume that there was little or no information leakage 
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regarding the name change in advance as this should have had a positive effect on stock 

prices in the event window leading up to the announcement date. However, as stated 

before, there is a limitation regarding the length of the event window, since a longer event 

window would be more appropriate in terms of analysing any potential information 

leakages. On the other hand, irrespective of the event window length, if information about 

the name change was released before the actual announcement date, it should still be 

possible to see an effect on CAR.  

The results from the robustness test show that blockchain related corporate name 

changes create large positive and significant CAR, which confirms the initial results 

obtained. Because the robustness test verified the previous results, it is possible to draw 

stronger conclusions from the empirical evidence. The difference between the initial 

investigation and the robustness test is the formula for calculating AR. While the primary 

investigation applies the market model to estimate stock returns, the robustness test uses 

the market index as a proxy for the stock’s theoretical return. Thus, the robustness test 

does not account for the alpha and beta of the individual stocks in relation to the market 

index return. By including a firm-specific measure of the alpha and beta, the market 

model should generate a more realistic estimation of individual stocks’ theoretical return. 

Therefore, the market model should generate more accurate measures of ARs. The CAR 

calculated from the robustness test were approximately twice as high as the CAR 

calculated using the market model. Although the results from the robustness test verify 

the existence of large positive CAR following a blockchain related corporate name 

change, one should question the high level of CAR obtained since the calculation of ARs 

from the market index might not be as accurate as those calculated using the market 

model. 

The control test that investigated the effect of firm size in terms of market 

capitalisation revealed that the group containing the largest firms in the sample had a 

considerably higher CAR compared to the smaller group. Since the volatility of returns 

tends to be higher for smaller firms historically, one could expect that smaller firms 

should have higher CAR compared to the larger firms. However, it is possible that the 

smallest firms in the sample are so small that investors are rather unaware of their 

existence, which could explain the lower CAR. Another factor which has had a great 

influence on the measure of CAR is the size of the sample. Since the sample size is rather 

small, an extreme CAR of one single firm will have a substantial effect on the CAR of 
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the entire sample. That is, one extreme outlier can influence the results causing a 

perceived difference between the two groups that is incorrect. As there was one stock in 

the larger group with an extreme CAR, the larger group as a whole was much affected by 

this.  

In some cases, companies that engage in corporate name changes related to 

blockchain have already announced an association to this technology before the name 

change announcement. This could have an impact on stock prices where the price of the 

stock has already increased before the announcement of the corporate name change. It is 

often the case that the name changing company in question has first acquired or merged 

with a company that is associated with blockchain technology, then decided to change the 

corporate name to reflect the new strategy and focus. These events could also be a reason 

for the effect on the stock price. By looking at event windows with longer time frame 

before the event date, it could be possible to better understand the effect of the name 

change separately, rather than observing the effect of a mere association to 

cryptocurrencies and blockchain technology.  

The results obtained from this research has implications on the theory of efficient 

markets because the name change produces CAR over the full event window, not only 

during the announcement date. Boya (2013) states that the semi-strong form of market 

efficiency can be tested by measuring how fast the stock price adjusts in relation to new 

information. However, one implication is the determination of the actual information 

value of a corporate name change. If the name change contains no new information, then 

there should be no CAR.  

On the other hand, if there is new information conveyed by the name change, the 

price should adjust immediately. While this statement is reasonable, it should be noted 

that the firms in the sample are small in terms of market capitalisation, lacks the attention, 

number of investors, and analyst coverage needed to be traded efficiently. If there are few 

investors to value the new information, the price adjustment period may be prolonged 

making the adjustment of the market inefficient. Therefore, this research does not support 

the efficient market hypothesis since the results show positive CAR in the days following 

the announcement date, suggesting that the price does not adjust immediately to the new 

information.   

One limitation with regards to the collection of historical data was that it was 

difficult to find historical price data for the estimation period and event window which 
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caused the sample size to be reduced. Furthermore, since the price of these stocks often 

are very small, the bid and ask spread become larger, which could influence the return for 

each given day. It was also noted that for many stocks, there were no price fluctuations 

for many of the trading days observed. Thus, it seems that in some cases it is the spread 

of the stocks that influence the return the most. This has implications for the estimation 

of the alpha and beta used in the market model to estimate the theoretical returns as it 

might create a distorted picture of the volatility of the stocks even when the observed 

volatility is accurately measured. Another limitation is connected to the sample size 

because when the sample size is small, each stock’s AR will have a greater impact on the 

AAR of the sample. This could influence the findings of this research and may lead to 

conclusions that are misleading. However, the 11 firms in the sample represent half of the 

firms in the population, which makes the sample size large and should, therefore, allow 

for generalisations of the findings from this research to the population of blockchain 

related name changes. 
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6. Conclusion 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

This section concludes the findings from the study by answering the research question 

and further summarises the main results and the analysis of the research. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

The purpose of this research was aimed at determining if a blockchain related 

corporate name change would affect the price of the stock through an event study. The 

empirical findings obtained illustrates a positive and significant CAR following a 

blockchain related name change, concluding that the corporate name change does affect 

the price of the stock. Although the overall CAR of the sample was positive, the pre-

announcement period indicates a slightly negative CAR, the post-announcement period 

showed signs of a negative drift, while the day of the name change announcement 

generated a positive and significant AAR which supports the majority of the research 

conducted on corporate name changes. Since the robustness test performed supported the 

existence of positive and significant CAR, a more confident conclusion can be drawn 

from this research. Furthermore, the size control revealed that the CAR is caused by the 

name change and not due to a small firm effect. The results from this study further suggest 

that investors see the corporate name change as a signal of future profitability, which 

generates a positive and significant CAR. Moreover, the adjustment of prices after the 

name change gives support to the investor mania hypothesis for pricing of stocks and 

contradicts the theory of market efficiency. 

Consequently, these findings highlight that corporate name changes to certain 

hyped concepts can have a positive effect on stock price. The conclusions drawn in this 

study may also promote future research on the topic of corporate name changes and could 

serve as a basis for future research on blockchain related name changes. 
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7. Discussion 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter highlights the broader perspective of the implications of this research. It 

discusses how this study contributes to the existing literature as well as the practical and 

academic implications. Finally, suggestions for future research are provided. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

The results of this research can be discussed in relation to previous research in order 

to further evaluate the findings. By comparing results, it is possible to form a better 

understanding of the topic and find supporting evidence regarding certain aspects of the 

research. This will also allow one to see similarities with past research in order to verify 

the results obtained in this thesis. It also does highlight differences and similarities 

compared to past research, which could be useful when discussing the results as it will 

create a more critical discussion. 

The past literature on corporate name changes is rather split regarding the actual 

effect of name changes on stock prices. As this research notes large positive and 

significant CAR, it does oppose some previous findings. The positive AAR observed on 

the announcement date is supported by a consensus that announcement date AR tends to 

be positive (Bosch & Hirschey,1989; Kot, 2011; Wu, 2010). The results of this research 

also support the view of Karim (2011) which observed a positive post-announcement 

period in opposition to the general observation that post-announcement returns are 

negative (Mase, 2009; Kot, 2011; Limbach & Goettner, 2011). Karim (2011) suggest that 

investors’ anticipation of higher future cash flows are creating this effect. It is, therefore, 

possible that investors believe that an association with cryptocurrency and blockchain 

technology will improve future cash flows, and the anticipation is the driver of CAR. On 

the other hand, as described in the analysis, the reason for the positive CAR might be due 

to the popularity of cryptocurrency investments, meaning that investors do not attach a 

higher valuation due to expected larger future cash flows but because they want to invest 

in any asset connected to cryptocurrencies and blockchain. It must, however, be noted 

that although the CAR during the post-announcement was positive, the results showed 

signs of a slightly negative drift after day one. The event window could be prolonged to 

be more confident about the post-announcement price drift. 

Most studies have investigated general name changes and name change 

characteristics. Therefore, corporate name changes related to cryptocurrencies and 

blockchain might not be comparable to these studies as blockchain and cryptocurrency 
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are specific terms. It would be more appropriate to compare the results to research 

conducted on corporate name changes related to the dotcom boom, which shares 

similarities with cryptocurrency and blockchain. Similarities between the dotcom boom 

and cryptocurrencies lie in the rapid and exceptionally large returns made by investing in 

these securities and can be evaluated by examining the research made by Cooper et al. 

(2001), which show a large positive CAR generated through internet-related name 

changes on the U.S stock market. The firms used in our sample are predominately listed 

on the U.S. stock exchanges. This causes the study to be more comparable to the research 

made by Cooper et al. (2001) than the study from Berkman et al. (2011) who also 

investigated internet-related name changes on the Chinese stock market but noted 

substantially lower CAR. The existence of large positive CAR following a blockchain 

related corporate name change can, therefore, be supported by the research made by 

Cooper et al. (2001) on internet related name changes. These findings imply that it might 

not be the corporate name change per se that influences the stock price, but rather the 

association to blockchain and cryptocurrency it represents. This idea can be linked to the 

term concept stocks, which suggest that a stock can be characterised as a concept stock if 

the name conveys an association to a specific technology (Hsieh & Walkling, 2006). 

Furthermore, Howe (1982) proposes that investors are willing to pay premiums for these 

stocks because the association they hold, which could help explain why cryptocurrency 

and blockchain related corporate name changes produce such large positive CAR. An 

interesting addition to this research will be to investigate if investors are eager to purchase 

cryptocurrency and blockchain technology-related stocks, in order to find support for the 

concept stock theory. Currently, the support available for the concept stock theory on 

cryptocurrency and blockchain related name changes is the rapid and extreme rise in the 

value of existing tradeable cryptocurrencies, which suggest that many investors are eager 

to invest in such assets. This eagerness could be exploited by companies by creating an 

association through a name change. An example is the cosmetic name change, as 

mentioned earlier, where the new name does not represent the actual operating business 

of the company (Cooper, Gulen & Rau, 2005). Since the underlying reason for why a 

corporate has changed its name is not taken into consideration in this research, any 

conclusion regarding this cannot be displayed but could be an interesting point to 

elaborate on in further research.  
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Another similarity is that the research investigates name changes to technologies 

that are currently characterised by an up-market, meaning that there has been, and is 

currently, a positive price development of the underlying asset. In the case of this 

research, the underlying assets are the cryptocurrencies currently available for investors. 

Since these assets are in an up-market, this may affect the price reaction of blockchain 

and cryptocurrency related name changes. This idea can be illustrated by considering the 

research made by Cooper et al. (2001), which showed that when internet-related stocks 

were in an up-market, name changes related to the internet produced positive CAR. On 

the contrary, when internet-related stocks were in a down-market, removing internet from 

the corporate name produced positive CAR (Cooper et al., 2005). This suggests that the 

success of a blockchain related name change may depend on the historical price 

development of cryptocurrencies. Thus, the results uncovered in this research may not be 

applicable in the future, as investor sentiment towards cryptocurrencies might influence 

the creation of CAR in relation to a blockchain related name change. This implies that it 

might be necessary to extend this research to periods of down-markets to have a more 

extensive view on this specific topic. 

As described in the literature review, there are two main theories explaining the 

returns connected to a corporate name change. Because the results of this research find 

large positive CAR through a name change, it does support the investor mania hypothesis. 

Lin et al. (2016) argue that when a corporate name change results in ARs, it can be 

connected to the investor mania hypothesis, and when there is no price reaction, it can be 

connected to the rational pricing theory. However, this is not necessarily always true. The 

concept of signalling suggests that there exist information asymmetries between the 

management of a firm and its investors. Thus, managers could use the corporate name 

change to convey, or signal, new information to its investors. The rational pricing theory 

could hold if the new information signalled through the name change is affecting the 

valuation of the stock. The investor mania hypothesis is suggested by studies 

investigating the stock price effect of internet related name changes, and since it is 

reasonable to connect the cryptocurrency and blockchain hype to the internet boom, the 

investor mania hypothesis seems to be a better explanation for the positive CAR generated 

by blockchain related name changes. This belief implies that this research does not 

investigate the information value of the name change. In order to find which theory that 

better describes the CAR, one should investigate the underlying reasons for a name 
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change and whether the corporate name change reveals new information to investors, and 

if this information is sufficient to affect the price of the stock positively.  

The previous literature suggests that similar corporate name changes generate 

different levels of CAR depending on the country in which the stock is listed. For 

example, a comparison of the results of Cooper et al. (2001) to the research made by 

Berkman et al. (2011) suggest that internet related name changes generated larger CAR 

for stocks listed in the U.S compared to China. Similarly, Lin et al. (2015) noted that oil-

related name changes produced larger CAR for American firms compared to Canadian 

firms. Since the sample mainly contains stocks listed on the U.S stock market, it might 

not be possible to generalise the findings of blockchain related name changes to all stock 

markets.   

Upon completing this research, certain ethical and societal aspects can be addressed 

and discussed. As this research concludes that blockchain related corporate name changes 

generate large positive abnormal returns, one could question if these returns are 

sustainable in the long term. This could have implications for investors that invest in 

stocks after the name change as they could lose money if the stock price experience a 

negative drift and returns to previous levels. Furthermore, firms might decide to change 

the corporate name to include blockchain despite having an actual connection to the 

technology as it might generate large returns. By engaging in cosmetic name changes, 

firms could fool investors regarding the strategic direction of the company. This raises 

the ethical question if these cosmetic name changes connected to hyped concepts are 

sustainable, if they contribute to the economy, and if they can be regarded as ethically 

acceptable. 

The relative newness and adoption of blockchain is another factor when discussing 

the results of this study. The blockchain hype has generated extraordinary awareness and 

returns, but as the development and implementation of blockchain technology are in its 

early stages, there may be a substantial improvement that could make a significant 

difference in the future. Therefore, it is important to consider this aspect when evaluating 

and discussing the findings and the future implications of this research.  

7.1 Future research 

This research on the effect of corporate name changes on stock prices is the first 

to investigate blockchain related name changes specifically. Thus, this research aims to 
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fill that gap in the literature of corporate name changes where the generated findings could 

serve as a foundation for the academic community in order to support future research 

about blockchain related corporate name changes. The knowledge from this paper 

contributes to the research about corporate name changes in relation to stock prices and 

provides investors with further insight to the effect a corporate name change may have 

on the stock prices. However, since this research investigates a relatively new 

phenomenon, further research on blockchain related name changes should be conducted 

in order to develop the understanding of the topic.  

This research was conducted during a period of positive price development for 

cryptocurrencies and may therefore not be representative for periods of down-markets as 

Cooper et al. (2005) noted similar results in their investigation of internet related name 

changes. Thus, future research could fill this gap by examining how the CAR following 

a blockchain related corporate name change is affected during a period of negative price 

evolution of cryptocurrencies.  

One limitation of this research was the short event window, which raises two 

implications for the research. First, there may be information leakages that were not 

captured during the event window. Therefore, future research could extend the event 

window before the announcement to more extensively observe the pre-announcement 

effects of blockchain related name changes. Secondly, the actual implementation of a 

blockchain related strategy might not be fully implemented over the event window. 

Therefore, future research could prolong the event window after the name change 

announcement to investigate whether the long-term CAR is dependent on the actual 

implementation of blockchain related strategies. It is possible that the price of the stock 

might reverse if the blockchain related strategy was not implemented successfully or if 

the name change was purely cosmetic.  

Furthermore, future research could investigate the underlying reasons for why large 

positive CAR are generated in relation to a blockchain related name change. A 

quantitative approach to corporate name changes is limited because it can only establish 

relationships between certain values, yet, it might not explain the reason for its 

occurrence. Therefore, future research could utilise a qualitative approach to investigate 

why blockchain related name changes create positive CAR. Also, the underlying reasons 

behind a blockchain related name change are not taken into account in this research. 



 

 

 

 

51 

Therefore, further research could be aimed at investigating the reason why corporations 

engage in blockchain related name changes.  
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9. Appendix 

9.1 Appendix A  

 
  

Date: Daily prices ($): Daily return: Micro index price Micro index return

Dec 13, 2017 1,90 8,57% 13 912,23 0,94%

Dec 12, 2017 1,75 2,94% 13 782,41 -0,15%

Dec 11, 2017 1,70 -15,42% 13 803,37 -0,13%

Dec 08, 2017 2,01 -4,29% 13 821,06 -0,01%

Dec 07, 2017 2,10 -1,87% 13 821,83 0,85%

Dec 06, 2017 2,14 0,94% 13 705,77 -0,72%

Dec 05, 2017 2,12 -4,93% 13 805,39 -0,59%

Dec 04, 2017 2,23 4,69% 13 887,42 -0,87%

Dec 01, 2017 2,13 -5,33% 14 009,83 -0,26%

Nov 30, 2017 2,25 1,81% 14 045,76 0,34%

Nov 29, 2017 2,21 0,45% 13 998,82 -0,01%

Nov 28, 2017 2,20 -3,08% 14 000,72 0,80%

Nov 27, 2017 2,27 -2,99% 13 889,64 -0,48%

Nov 24, 2017 2,34 -2,50% 13 956,83 0,69%

Nov 22, 2017 2,40 -2,44% 13 860,78 0,30%

Nov 21, 2017 2,46 -3,53% 13 818,97 0,77%

Nov 20, 2017 2,55 -4,14% 13 713,94 0,92%

Nov 17, 2017 2,66 -1,48% 13 589,53 0,74%

Nov 16, 2017 2,70 2,66% 13 489,04 1,43%

Nov 15, 2017 2,63 -2,23% 13 298,48 -0,48%

Nov 14, 2017 2,69 -2,89% 13 362,33 -0,21%

Nov 13, 2017 2,77 -2,46% 13 390,41 -0,44%

Nov 10, 2017 2,84 11,37% 13 450,21 0,38%

Nov 09, 2017 2,55 2,82% 13 399,38 0,06%

Nov 08, 2017 2,48 -3,88% 13 391,27 -0,51%

Nov 07, 2017 2,58 3,61% 13 459,51 -1,84%

Nov 06, 2017 2,49 3,32% 13 712,02 -0,09%

Nov 03, 2017 2,41 -2,03% 13 723,96 0,15%

Nov 02, 2017 2,46 0,00% 13 703,11 0,90%

Nov 01, 2017 2,46 1,65% 13 580,50 -0,81%

Oct 31, 2017 2,42 -4,72% 13 691,76 0,85%

Oct 30, 2017 2,54 -0,78% 13 576,92 -1,26%

Oct 27, 2017 2,56 -1,54% 13 750,52 0,77%

Oct 26, 2017 2,60 -1,14% 13 645,38 -0,11%

Oct 25, 2017 2,63 -4,01% 13 660,83 -0,62%

Oct 24, 2017 2,74 16,10% 13 745,64 0,03%

Oct 23, 2017 2,36 -6,35% 13 741,29 -0,89%

Oct 20, 2017 2,52 -0,40% 13 864,98 0,12%

Oct 19, 2017 2,53 3,27% 13 848,56 -0,17%

Oct 18, 2017 2,45 -4,67% 13 872,33 0,13%

Oct 17, 2017 2,57 5,33% 13 854,82 -0,70%

Oct 16, 2017 2,44 1,24% 13 952,99 -0,37%

Oct 13, 2017 2,41 -3,21% 14 005,27 -0,51%

Oct 12, 2017 2,49 1,22% 14 076,59 -0,54%

Oct 11, 2017 2,46 -3,53% 14 152,95 -0,02%

Oct 10, 2017 2,55 3,66% 14 156,09 0,75%

Oct 09, 2017 2,46 -0,81% 14 050,15 -0,52%

Oct 06, 2017 2,48 -0,80% 14 123,37 -0,01%

Oct 05, 2017 2,50 -1,19% 14 124,60 0,40%

Oct 04, 2017 2,53 -0,39% 14 067,78 -0,12%

Oct 03, 2017 2,54 1,60% 14 085,22 0,30%

Oct 02, 2017 2,50 0,40% 14 043,50 1,31%

Sep 29, 2017 2,49 -1,97% 13 861,85 0,35%

Sep 28, 2017 2,54 3,25% 13 813,33 0,31%

Sep 27, 2017 2,46 2,93% 13 770,54 1,81%

Sep 26, 2017 2,39 10,65% 13 525,82 0,79%

Sep 25, 2017 2,16 0,47% 13 419,47 -0,15%

Sep 22, 2017 2,15 -10,42% 13 439,08 0,72%

Sep 21, 2017 2,40 2,56% 13 343,43 0,06%

Sep 20, 2017 2,34 6,85% 13 334,97 0,17%

Sep 19, 2017 2,19 -18,59% 13 312,04 0,02%

Sep 18, 2017 2,69 -5,61% 13 308,89 0,83%

Sep 15, 2017 2,85 -7,47% 13 198,93 0,36%

Sep 14, 2017 3,08 -1,60% 13 151,04 0,11%

Sep 13, 2017 3,13 -1,26% 13 136,27 0,47%

Sep 12, 2017 3,17 -2,16% 13 075,14 0,42%

Sep 11, 2017 3,24 -4,14% 13 020,27 1,02%

Sep 08, 2017 3,38 -0,29% 12 889,16 0,08%

Sep 07, 2017 3,39 -2,02% 12 878,95 0,05%

Sep 06, 2017 3,46 -2,26% 12 872,09 0,44%

Sep 05, 2017 3,54 0,57% 12 815,57 -0,33%

Sep 01, 2017 3,52 1,44% 12 857,90 0,72%

Aug 31, 2017 3,47 -0,57% 12 765,88 0,42%

Aug 30, 2017 3,49 -1,41% 12 712,25 0,60%

Aug 29, 2017 3,54 0,28% 12 636,79 0,38%

Aug 28, 2017 3,53 -0,84% 12 588,40 0,35%

Aug 25, 2017 3,56 -5,32% 12 544,89 0,58%

Aug 24, 2017 3,76 -0,27% 12 472,11 0,79%

Aug 23, 2017 3,77 -3,83% 12 374,05 0,15%

Aug 22, 2017 3,92 -0,25% 12 355,66 0,72%

Aug 21, 2017 3,93 -5,07% 12 267,52 -0,40%

Aug 18, 2017 4,14 0,73% 12 317,34 0,34%

Aug 17, 2017 4,11 2,24% 12 275,63 -1,20%

Aug 16, 2017 4,02 4,96% 12 425,32 -0,06%

Aug 15, 2017 3,83 -3,28% 12 432,64 -0,79%

Aug 14, 2017 3,96 -4,81% 12 532,06 1,73%

Aug 11, 2017 4,16 4,26% 12 318,89 -0,17%

Aug 10, 2017 3,99 1,79% 12 340,46 -1,50%

Aug 09, 2017 3,92 -7,11% 12 528,77 -1,16%

Aug 08, 2017 4,22 -2,76% 12 676,34 -0,14%

Aug 07, 2017 4,34 0,46% 12 693,80 -0,33%

Aug 04, 2017 4,32 1,89% 12 735,93 0,31%

Aug 03, 2017 4,24 -2,08% 12 696,53 -0,55%

Aug 02, 2017 4,33 -5,87% 12 766,13 -1,07%

Aug 01, 2017 4,60 -2,13% 12 904,05 -0,11%

Jul 31, 2017 4,70 2,17% 12 918,84 -0,38%

Jul 28, 2017 4,60 -2,54% 12 968,48 0,03%

Jul 27, 2017 4,72 -2,07% 12 964,43 -0,93%

Jul 26, 2017 4,82 -1,23% 13 086,27 0,08%

Jul 25, 2017 4,88 7,73% 13 076,08 0,30%

Jul 24, 2017 4,53 N.A 13 037,06 NA

Average return: -0,75% Average return: 0,07%

Alpha: 0,0077 -          

Beta: 0,2075           

Long Blockchain Corp
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9.2 Appendix B 

Theoretical return calculation of one stock in the sample. 

 
  

Date: Event window: Micro index price Micro index return Actual price: Actual return: Theoretical return: 

Dec 29. 2017 5 14,123.50         -0.87% 5.10 13.59% -0.95%

Dec 28, 2017 4 14,247.17         0.28% 4.49 10.32% -0.71%

Dec 27, 2017 3 14,207.67         0.56% 4.07 -15.21% -0.65%

Dec 26, 2017 2 14,128.19         0.10% 4.80 -20.13% -0.75%

Dec 22, 2017 1 14,113.62         -0.38% 6.01 -13.02% -0.85%

Dec 21, 2017 0 14,167.97         0.64% 6.91 183.20% -0.64%

Dec 20, 2017 -1 14,078.01         0.36% 2.44 17.31% -0.69%

Dec 19, 2017 -2 14,027.46         -0.46% 2.08 0.97% -0.86%

Dec 18, 2017 -3 14,092.72         0.91% 2.06 0.00% -0.58%

Dec 15, 2017 -4 13,965.57         1.26% 2.06 0.49% -0.51%

Dec 14, 2017 -5 13,791.98         -0.86% 2.05 7.89% -0.95%

Dec 13, 2017 13,912.23         N.A 1.9 N.A

Long Blockchain Corp
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9.3 Appendix C 

Abnormal return calculated from the market model, for one stock in the sample. 

 

  

Date: Event day: Abnormal return:

Dec 29, 2017 5 14.53%

Dec 28, 2017 4 11.03%

Dec 27, 2017 3 -14.56%

Dec 26, 2017 2 -19.39%

Dec 22, 2017 1 -12.18%

Dec 21, 2017 0 183.83%

Dec 20, 2017 -1 18.00%

Dec 19, 2017 -2 1.83%

Dec 18, 2017 -3 0.58%

Dec 15, 2017 -4 0.99%

Dec 14, 2017 -5 8.84%

Long Blockchain Corp
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9.4 Appendix D 

Calculation of t-statistics from the market model. 

 

 

  

Event day AAR CAR CAR Variance CAR St.dev. T-test

-5 -6.68% -6.68% 0.002% 0.49% -13.68

-4 0.77% -5.91% 0.003% 0.55% -10.77

-3 4.13% -1.77% 0.006% 0.77% -2.29

-2 7.66% 5.89% 0.012% 1.08% 5.44

-1 -9.38% -3.49% 0.026% 1.60% -2.18

0 15.09% 11.60% 0.056% 2.36% 4.91

1 38.06% 49.66% 0.221% 4.70% 10.57

2 -4.50% 45.16% 0.222% 4.72% 9.57

3 1.48% 46.64% 0.226% 4.75% 9.81

4 -5.71% 40.93% 0.227% 4.77% 8.59

5 -3.83% 37.10% 0.233% 4.83% 7.68
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9.5 Appendix E 

Variance of the average abnormal returns from the market model. 

 

 

  

Event day
AAR 

Variance

-5 0.002%

-4 0.001%

-3 0.003%

-2 0.006%

-1 0.014%

0 0.030%

1 0.165%

2 0.002%

3 0.003%

4 0.001%

5 0.006%
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9.6 Appendix F 

Variance of abnormal return calculated from the market model, for one stock in the 

sample. 

  

Date: Event day: Variance

Dec 29, 2017 5 0.02%

Dec 28, 2017 4 0.01%

Dec 27, 2017 3 0.02%

Dec 26, 2017 2 0.04%

Dec 22, 2017 1 0.02%

Dec 21, 2017 0 3.45%

Dec 20, 2017 -1 0.03%

Dec 19, 2017 -2 0.00%

Dec 18, 2017 -3 0.00%

Dec 15, 2017 -4 0.00%

Dec 14, 2017 -5 0.01%

Long Blockchain Corp



 

 

 

 

64 

9.7 Appendix G 

Calculation of t-statistics from the market model, sample is divided into large and small 

group in relation to size of market capitalisation. 

 

Large: 

 

 

Small:  

 

 

  

Event day AAR CAR CAR Variance CAR St.dev. T-test

-5 -12.81% -12.81% 0.009% 0.93% -13.76

-4 1.99% -10.83% 0.010% 1.00% -10.80

-3 10.08% -0.75% 0.023% 1.51% -0.50

-2 -1.12% -1.87% 0.031% 1.76% -1.07

-1 -22.16% -24.03% 0.096% 3.10% -7.76

0 2.02% -22.01% 0.098% 3.13% -7.03

1 101.53% 79.52% 0.862% 9.29% 8.56

2 -2.62% 76.90% 0.863% 9.29% 8.28

3 6.20% 83.10% 0.875% 9.35% 8.88

4 -3.83% 79.26% 0.876% 9.36% 8.47

5 -13.34% 65.92% 0.897% 9.47% 6.96

Event day AAR CAR CAR Variance CAR St.dev. T-test

-5 0.69% 0.69% 0.002% 0.47% 1.48

-4 -3.54% -2.85% 0.00% 0.24% -12.02

-3 0.64% -2.21% 0.00% 0.45% -4.90

-2 16.86% 14.65% 0.02% 1.47% 9.99

-1 1.16% 15.81% 0.02% 1.54% 10.24

0 28.64% 44.45% 0.17% 4.09% 10.88

1 -18.49% 25.96% 0.20% 4.48% 5.79

2 -7.58% 18.39% 0.21% 4.57% 4.02

3 -1.97% 16.41% 0.21% 4.61% 3.56

4 -8.13% 8.29% 0.22% 4.67% 1.77

5 4.91% 13.20% 0.23% 4.76% 2.77
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9.8 Appendix H 

Cumulative abnormal returns and t-value for different sub-periods of the event window. 

CAR 1: 37.10% t-test: 7.680646142 

VAR 1: 0.23%     

CAR 2: -3.49% t-test: -0.829059641 

VAR 2: 0.18%     

CAR 3: 15.09% t-test: 8.690896999 

VAR 3: 0.03%     

CAR 4: 25.50% t-test: 15.92090876 

VAR 4: 0.03%     

 

CAR 1 = (-5 to 5) 

CAR 2 = (-5 to -1) 

CAR 3 = (0)   

CAR 4 = (1 to 5) 
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9.9 Appendix I 

Abnormal return calculated from the robustness test, for one stock in the sample. 

 
 

 

  

Date: Event day: Abnormal return:

Dec 29, 2017 5 14.45%

Dec 28, 2017 4 10.04%

Dec 27, 2017 3 -15.77%

Dec 26, 2017 2 -20.24%

Dec 22, 2017 1 -12.64%

Dec 21, 2017 0 182.56%

Dec 20, 2017 -1 16.95%

Dec 19, 2017 -2 1.43%

Dec 18, 2017 -3 -0.91%

Dec 15, 2017 -4 -0.77%

Dec 14, 2017 -5 8.76%

Long Blockchain Corp
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9.10 Appendix J 

Variance of abnormal return calculated from the robustness test, for one stock in the 

sample. 

 

 

  

Date: Event day: Variance

Dec 29, 2017 5 0.02%

Dec 28, 2017 4 0.01%

Dec 27, 2017 3 0.03%

Dec 26, 2017 2 0.04%

Dec 22, 2017 1 0.02%

Dec 21, 2017 0 3.40%

Dec 20, 2017 -1 0.03%

Dec 19, 2017 -2 0.00%

Dec 18, 2017 -3 0.00%

Dec 15, 2017 -4 0.00%

Dec 14, 2017 -5 0.01%

Long Blockchain Corp



 

 

 

 

68 

9.11 Appendix K 

Calculation of t-statistics from the robustness test. 

 

 

Event day AAR CAR CAR Variance CAR St.dev. T-test

-5 -1.10% -1.10% 0.010% 1.01% -1.09

-4 3.51% 2.41% 0.017% 1.31% 1.83

-3 0.25% 2.66% 0.025% 1.59% 1.67

-2 11.96% 14.62% 0.086% 2.94% 4.98

-1 2.98% 17.60% 0.095% 3.09% 5.70

0 16.02% 33.62% 0.421% 6.48% 5.18

1 43.86% 77.48% 2.337% 15.29% 5.07

2 -6.86% 70.62% 2.370% 15.39% 4.59

3 5.64% 76.26% 2.397% 15.48% 4.93

4 -3.23% 73.03% 2.408% 15.52% 4.71

5 4.46% 77.49% 2.427% 15.58% 4.97
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